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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Lorp Justiczs Bagcattay continues to make good 
progress towards recovery, but his medical advisers do 
not deem it prudent for him to resume his judicial duties 
until after the Whitsun vacation. 





THE CENTRAL HALL of the Royal Courts of Justice is 
making rapid progress towards completion. The groin- 
ing of the roof or ceiling is about to be commenced, the 
stone arches between three pairs of buttresses being 
already finished. Above the groining there will be a 
slated roof protecting the work from the weather. 





Tux untrormity of practice with reference to sitting 
on the Queen’s birthday, which was last year established 
among all the courts, both of the Common Law and 
Chancery Divisions, is, we regret to say, this year to be 
departed from. We are informed that on Thursday last 
Lord Ourzniper announced that none of the courts of 




















the Queen’s Bench Division would sit on the Queen’s 
birthday. Up to Thursday we understand that no decision 
had been arrived at on the subject among the judges of 
the Chancery Division, but we believe it is probable that 
most of them will sit on Saturday. 





In THE YEAR 1879, the Council of the Incorpurated Law 
Society, after communicating with the Probate Registrars, 
sent a circular to the leading firms of law stationers in 
London with reference to the transaction’ by them of 
non-contentious probate business as agents for solicitors. 
The council expressed their opinion that a law stationer 
who could be proved to have acted as the agent of a 
solicitor in a proceeding in the Probate Court under rule 
2 of the Rules of 1862 was liable, under the Stamp Act, 
1870 (section 59 and schedule) to a penalty of £50 ; and 
was further (under the Solicitors Act, 1860) guilty of a 
contempt of court, and liable to a further penalty of £50. 
The council in their circular asked the law stationers, in 
case they were not disposed to concur in this opinion, to 
agree with the council on some mode of obtaining a 
judicial determination of the question. In answer to 
this circular several law stationers expressed their inten- 
tion of abandoning the practice, but some refused to do 
so, and declined to concur with the council in obtsining 
any decision as to its legality. The council subsequently 
commenced proceedings to recover penalties against some 
leading firms of law stationers, and there will be found 
in another part of our issue this week reports of the trial 
of two of these cases, in which it was arranged that 
formal judgment should be given for the plaintiffs for 
£50, so as to enable the defendants to go to the Court of 
Appeal. There can, we think, be little doubt that it is 
an infringement of the letter, as well as of the spirit, of 
the law that a law stationer should transact business in 
the Probate Registry as agent for a solicitor, and the 
practice has been condemned both by the Incorporated 
Law Society and by the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies. But so long as the profession countenance it, 
whatever may be the result of the present proceedings, 
means will doubtless be found by the law stationers of 
continuing the practice. 





Tue copraricut in the Revised Version of the New Testa-- 
ment, so far as there is a copyright, has a very different: 
position from that of the copyright in the Authorized Ver- 
sion. The copyright in the Authorized Version was origin- 
allyin the Crown, the right being considered either as: 
depending upon the circumstance of that translation 
having been. made at the Crown's expense, or as 
arising out of the duty of the Crown to provide the people 
with a correct version. The right wasdenied in Ireland 
by Lord Chancellor Ciars (Grierson v. Jackson, Ix. T. R. 
804); but has never been disputed in England since the 
case of Universities of Oxford and Cambridge v. 
Nicholson (6 Ves. 278). The Crown, by letters patent, 
has, from time to time, vested its exclusive right of 
printing and selling the Scriptures in the Univer- 
sities of Oxford and Cambridge, concurrently with 
the Queen’s Printer. The authors of the Revised 
Version have, as the public are informed in the 
preface, assigned the copyright to the Universities, 
But how long does such copyright last ?_ A private trans. 
lator cannot, of course, invest his work with that per. 
petuity of copyright which the law forbids, merely by an 
assignmenttoan undyingcorporation. Although there has 
been such an assignment, the life of the assignor O° the 
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case of a joint translation the life of the longest liver of 
the translators) and seven years afterwards, or not less 
than forty-two yearsin all—not the life of the corporation — 
regulates the term of the copyright. There is, however, a 
statute passed in 1775 which, at first sight, seems to 
vest a perpetual copyright in the Universities. The Act 
16 Geo. 3, c. 53, after reciting that “authors . . . 
may give the copies of books composed by them'to or in 
trust for one of the two Universities, &«., and may 
direct that. the profits arising from the printing and. re- 
printing such booksshall be applied . . . asafundfor 
the advancement of learning and other beneficial purposes 
of education within the said Universities; and that 
whereas such useful purposes will frequently be frustrated 
unless the sole printing and reprinting of such books be 
preserved and secured to the said Universities in per- 
petuity”’; provides that the said Universities shall have 
for ever the sole liberty of printing and reprinting “all 
such books as shall be bequeathed or otherwise given by 
the author or authors of the same respectively to or in 
trust for the said Universities.” But this statute can 
hardly avail to extend the copyright in the Revised 
Version, for in the first place it appears from the preface 
to that work that there was an “ arrangement providing 
for the necessary expenses of the undertaking,” and in 
the next place the statute in terms applies to originals 
and not to translations, 





A avestion has already arisen whether the Revised 
Version of the New Testament may be used in churches 
when the second lesson comes to be read. It has been 
said that the Church of England has never tied 
herself down to a particular translation, although where 
the Bible forms a part of the Book of Common 
Prayer—as is the case with the Epistles and Gospels— 
t eold version must, by the very terms of the Act of 
Uniformity, be used to the letter. There is, how- 
ever, direct authority for the proposition that even 
in the lessons the authorized version must be used. 
In Newbery v. Goodwin (1 Phil. 282), a suit was 
brought against a clergyman for (inter alia), ‘‘ irregul- 
arities in reading the Holy Scriptures,’ and a monition 
was decreed against the defendant to refrain for the 
future from offending in the manner charged in the 
articles. SirJoun Nicuotts said: “ The law directs that 
a clergyman is not to diminish, in any respect, or to add 
to, the prescribed form of worship. Uniformity in this 
respect is one of the leading characteristics of the Church 
of England. Nothing is left to the discretion or fancy 
of the individual, If any minister were to alter, omit, or 
add according to his own taste, this uniformity would 
zoon be destroyed, and though the alteration might 
begin with small things, yet it would soon extend 
iteelf to more important changes in the public worship 
of the Established Church, and even in the Scriptures 
themselves the most important passages might be 
materially altered under the notion of giving a more 
correct version, or omitted altogether as unauthorized 
interpolations.” The principle of this case will, of course. 
hold good as regards any version not authorized, although 
produced under the authority of. Convocation. The 
case appears to proceed upon the authority of the Canons, 
The 14th Canon prescribes that “ all ministers shall observe 
the orders . . prescribed in the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, as well in reading the Holy Scriptures, and 
saying of prayers, a6 in administration of the Sacra~ 
mente, without either diminishing, in regard of preaching 
or in.apy other respect, or adding anything in the mat- 
ter or dam thereof.” Canon 80 also directs that “ if any 
parishes be yet unfurnished with the Bible of the largest 
volutme, the churchwardens shall, within convenient time, 
provide the same at the like charge of the parish.” Both 
these, Canons clearly proceed on the assumption that, 
whether altered or not by authority from time to time, 
one uniform shall. be used at the same time in all 
Churches, us 





CoNSOLS HAVING REACHED a@ price considerably above 
par, after allowing for accrued ‘interest, it becomes a 
matter of some importance to understand exactly the 
terms upon which these and other Government debts may 
be “‘ paid off.” The very numerous statutes authorizing 
the National Debt, mostly repealed by the Statute Law 
Revision Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 69), were recast 
and, as far as material re-enacted, by The National 
Debt Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 71), (passed 
during Mr. Gladstone’s tenure of office), which is 
very precise. The 5th section provides that the annuities 
described in the first schedule to the Act shall form part 
of the National Debt, and “shall respectively continue 
redeemable by Parliament at the periods and in the 
manner in the same schedule mentioned, at. the rate 
of one hundred pounds for every one hundred pounds of 
the capital sums in respect whereof they are payable.” 
The annuities described in the schedule are 3 per Cent. 
Consols, 3 per Cent. Reduced, New 3 per Cents. New 3} 
per Cents., and New 24 per Cents. Of these the New 
3 per Cents. are redeemable at any time without previous 
notice, and the 33 and 2} per Cents. (also without notice) 
at.any time after the 5th of January, 1894. In speaking 
of redemption of the ‘‘ New Threes”” without notice, we 
merely mean that no notice is provided for by the Act of 
1870, which follows faithfully in this respect the Act, 7 
Vict.c. 4, by which these annuities were created. Probably 
however, the precedent of that Act, which allowed the 
holders of certain 3} per Cents. about six months to 
declare their option to be paid off or to accept the lower 
rat of interest, would be followed in a greater or less 
degree; but an Act of Parliament would be neces- 
sary to provide for notice, to which the creditor 
scarcely appears to be entitled in strict law 
Those who buy 2} per Cents. at their present 
discount, therefore, may be paid off in fourteen 
years at a handsome premium. Oonsols and Reduced 
are redeemable at any time, subject to a peculiar 
“regulation” scheduled tothe Act. By this regulation ‘ 
(which follows, almost in terms, section 24 of the Act 25 
Geo. 2, c. 28, which created the‘ Consolidated Fund ”’ in 
1751) they are redeemable “atany tine on oneyear's notice, 
printed in the London Gazette, and affixed on the Royal 
Exchange in London, and on repayment by Parliament, 
according to such notice, of the several sums, or any 
part thereof, for which the said several annuities, or 
either of them, are or is payable, by payments not less 
than £500,000 at one time, in manner directed by any 
Act to be passed, and also on full payment of all arrears of 
thesame annuities. Then, and not till then,” proceeds the 
regulation with solemnity, “so much of the annuities as 
areattending onthe principal sums so paid off shall cease, 
and be understood to be redeemed.” It is not very easy 
to speculate upon the manner which would be directed 
** by an Act to be passed” for the redemption of part of 
aloan. All public borrowers hitherto have, in redeem- 
ing, dealt with all the holders of a particular loan at 
once, giving them the option of taking their principal, 
or receiving a lower rate of interest. We imagine, how- 
ever, that the holders of any £500,000, or larger amount 
which Parliament might be pleased to pay off, could be 
selected at the absolute pleasure of Parliament, if it 
should not be deemed more convenient and equitable to 
proceed by a “drawing” for redemption. 1t may be 
mentioned that the holders of Consols amounted in 1885 
to about 126,000 persons, and that the holders of ‘‘ New 
Threes” amounted in the same year to about 85,000, 
(See McOulloch’s Commercial Dictionary, tit. “ Funds.’’) 





——— 


Tux compat of Mr. Lewis Lewisoun against the 
Russian Government involves some important questions 


of international law. Mr. Lewisoun is a native of 
Hamburg, of Jewish extraction, but he is a naturalized 
Englishman, and carries on business in London. In 
Augurt last he went to Russia on mercantile business, 
‘bearing « passport with the signature of Lord GuanviLLe 
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and the visa of the Russian Consul in London. He 
visited the fair at' Nijni Novgorod, but upon reaching 
$t. Petersburg and presenting his passport, he was 
‘summoned to the bureau des étrangers, and was asked 
-whether he was a Jew, and on his answering: in: the 
affirmative , he was ordered to leave: for the frontier 
within twenty-fourhours. Inquiries addressed by Lord 
“GranvitLte to Lord Durrert elicited a reply that Mr. 
Lewisoun's “notice to quit’? was in. aceordance with 
Russian law, and that he could not be allowed to go 
-again to St. Petersburg. The 1st article of the Com- 
mercial Treaty made between Great Britain and Russia 
in 1859 provides that ‘‘ the subjects of each of the two 
contracting parties respectively shall have liberty freely 
and securely to come . . toall places, ports, and 
tivers in the dominions and possessions of the other, to 
which other foreigners are or may be permitted to come,” 
but the article concludes with the following words:— 
“Tt is understood, however, that the preceding stipula- 
tions in no wise affect the laws, decrees, and special 
regulations regarding commerce, industry, and police, in 
force in each of the two countries, and generally applic- 
cable to foreigners.” It appears that in the. following 
year the Russian Government issued an ukase which 
‘declared that foreigners might enter all the merchants’ 
guilds, and enjoy all the rights of natives, but that in 
the case of Israelites, only those who were “ connus par 
leur position sociale et par la vaste étendue de leurs 
revirements commerciauc,” might enter into commerce, 
and then only as bankers, manufacturers, or holders of 
leasehold property, and upon the special authorization of 
‘the Ministers of Finance and Foreign Affairs. Lord Gran- 
vILLE’s application to the Russian Government for redress 
to Mr. Lewisoun for the pecuniary loss sustained by his 
expulsion and continued exclusion from Russia appears 
to have been entirely unsuccessful. Assuming that 
the provisions of the 1st article of the Treaty of 1859 
can be affected by subsequent legislation on the part 
of either of the contracting States, it may be questioned 
whether the uwhase of 1860 can relate to a Jewish 
foreigner who merely visits Russia for the purpose of 


“trading. 


Tse MovEMENT in favour of electing ladies to offices of 


‘responsibility appears to be making progress, since it is 


stated that in the parish of Beeford, Yorkshire, a female 


~churchwarden has recently been elected. There appears 


to be no doubt that women are eligible for this office. 
In Morgan v. The Archdeacon of Cardigan (1 Salk. 
166), the Court of King’s Bench granted a mandamus 
to the archdeacon to swear in a churchwarden duly 
elected, for “as it is in the peril of the parishioners, so 
they may choose and trust whom they think fit.” The 
grounds of disqualification are apparently not very 
numerous, but a churchwarden must reside or carry on 
business within the parish at the time of his election; 
and in Anthony v. Seger (1 Hagg. Cons. 9), an alien 
was held to be disqualified. In that case Lord Srowsrh 
observed: “ If a parish had returned a Papist, or a Jew, 
or a child of ten years of age, or a person convicted of 
felony, I conceive the Ordinary would be bound to 
reject.” The authority of Rew vy. Stubbs (1 T. R. 398), 
which decided that a woman may be elected overseer of 
& parish, would doubtless extend to the case of a female 
churehwarden; but Mr, Prisavx (“ Churchwarden's 
Guide,” 14th ed., p. 5) states that “there can be little 
doubt that the courts would relieve her from the burden 
of serving, unless the necessity of the case required that 
she should do so.” 


Potten wirnrsses have on various occasions been 
called to order by magistrates and judges for exhibit- 
ing partizanship, In a case which was tried before 
Mr, Justice Fry on Tuesday last there were several police 





constables examined, and the learned judge had occasion . 
to lecture one of these witnesses for showing bias. In 

the course of his examination one of the policemen-was 

asked whether he had made a report on the matterin 

hand, and in reply stated that he had made a report, and 

that it was under his own control at the present time. 

The remark ofthe learned judge may be commended 

to the consideration of the heads of the police. He 
said, “It is part of the regular duty of police constables 

to make reports of every matter in which they are 

engaged, and these reports are always iu existence, but 

in my experience police constables who are witnesses 

never bring them into court.” 








STATEMENT OF THE CONSIDER- 
ATION IN BILLS OF SALE. 


1. 


No section of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. 
c. 31) has given riseto more difficulty thau that which 
provides for the statement in the deed of the considera- 
tion for which it was given. By section 8 it is enacted 
that “ every bill of sale to which the Act applies 

shall set forth theconsideration for which such bill of sale 
was given,” otherwise such bill of sale shall be deemed 
fraudulent and void as against trustees in bankruptey 
and execution creditors. 

The decisions upon this section are already rather 
numerous, and at first sight sumewhat conflicting, but 
we think that, with two or three exceptions, they are 
capable of being reconciled. We propose to con- 
sider the most recent cases on the subject, and to en- 
deavour to deduce from them principles which may be 
useful for future guidance; but before doing so it may 
be well briefly to advert to some of the earlier decisions. 

In Ex parte Carter, Re Threappleton (27 W. R. 943, 
L. R. 12 Ch. D. 908), the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy held 
that the consideration of a bill of sale was not suffi- 
ciently set forth to satisfy the requirements of section 8 
under the following circumstances :—The Dill of sale re- 
cited that in June the mortgagor had applied to the 
mortgagee for » loan of £340. In fact it appeared that 
£240 had been advanced in different sums in the months 
of March and April by the mortgagee to a firm con- 
sisting of the mortgagor and another person, and that 
the remaining £100 was advanced in June, after disso- 
lution of the partnership, to the mortgagor alone. The 
Chief Judge appears to have thought that the stringent 
language of the section left him no alternative but to 
hold the bill of sale void. For reasons, however, which 
will be presently given, it may be doubted whether this 
decision would now be followed. The question came 
before the Court of Appeal soon afterwards 
in Ew parte National Mercantile Bank, Re Haynes 
(28 W. R. 848, L. R.15 Ch. D. 42), where the con- 
sideration was stated to be £2,050 paid by the bank to 
the grantor-at or before the execution of the bill of sale. 
It appeared that the grantor had agreed to apply £550 
in taking up certain acceptances on which he was liable 
to the bank, but which were not due at the time the 
deed was executed. When the £2,050 was paid to him 
he at once handed back £550 to the bank. for that 
purpose, The Chief Judge again held that the 
consideration was insufficiently set forth, and that 
the deed was therefore void, but the Coard of 
Appeal reversed this decision, on the ground that, 
although the consideration must be truly stated, it 
is not necessary that a collateral agreement as to the ap- 
plication of the consideration should be set forth; and 
with respect to Aw parte Carter, Baggallay, L.J., observed 
that he was by no means satisfled that he should have 
agreed with the decision in that case, A similar point 
was raised in the oase of amiyn vy, Betieley Q8 WL R. 
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956, L. R. 50. P. D. 327), where the court held that 
the consideration for a bill of sale was sufficiently stated 
as ‘‘ the sum of £182 3s. now paid by the grantee to the 
grantor,” though in fact, at the request and with the 
assent of the latter, the money was paid as follows :— 
£8 3s. 3d., and £103 17s. 5d., to discharge two execu- 
tions against the grantor’s goods; £25 0s. 9d. to the 
attesting solicitor for money lent to the grantor, and for 
costs as his solicitor, and the balance only of £45 Is. 7d. 
to the grantor. 

It will be seen, therefore, that with the exception of 
Ex parte Carter, the cases, so far, are perfectly con- 
sistent with the principle laid down by James, L.J., in 
Ex parte National Mercantile Bank, that “the Act 
requires the real consideration to be set forth, but does 
not require that any bargain between the parties relating 
to it should be stated.” The Lord Justice was, indeed, 
careful to except from this rule cases where it appears that 
the transaction is a sham one, but, subject to this 
qualification, we believe the principle has ever since been 
acted upon. The effect of the qualification received an 
instructive illustration from the case of Ex parte Charing 
Cross Advance and Deposit Bank, In re Parker (29 
W. R. 204, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 35), the facts of which were 
shortly as follows:—A bill of sale stated that it was 
given in consideration of the sum of £120 paid by the 
mortgagee to the mortgagor at or before its execution. 
In fact only £90 was paid to the mortgagor, £30 being 
retained by the mortgagee for interest and experses. 
Under these circumstances the Court of Appeal held that 
the consideration was not truly set forth, and that a 
receipt after the attestation clause, signed by the 
mortgagor, being no part of the deed, could not be 
looked at for the purpose of showing how the £120 was 
made up. ‘It is clear,” observed James, L.J., “‘ that the 
true consideration is not set forth in the bill of sale. The 
very object of the Act was to prevent the setting forth as 
part of the consideration that which was retained by the 
grantor in the shape of interest and expenses. . . . 
In the present case there was really an evasion of the 
provisions of the Act, and itis not at all like Hx parte 
National Mercantile Bank.” It appears, therefore, that 
the Lord Justice considered that the retention of a sum 
for interest and expenses was an evasion of the Act, or, in 
other words, a sham transaction ; and both his lordship 
and Cotton, L.J., seem to have drawn a distinction 
between the retention of a debt arising out of the loan 
and one existing independently of it. By the light of 
subsequent cases, however, it would appear that the real 
ground of the decision was the retention by the grantee 
cf the interest in advance, and that the retention of a 
debt bond jide arising out of the loan will not avoid the 
bill of sale. 

In Carrard v. Meek (29 W. R. 244) the bill of 
gale was expressed to be made “in consideration of 
the payment of £81 18s. by the said C. Carrard to the 
said W. Blin, and in further consideration of the payment 
of £16 3s. by the said C. Carrard to the sheriff of Surrey, 
for and at the request of the said W. Blin,” and it was 
held by Lindley and Lopes, JJ., that this was a suf- 
ficient statement of the consideration, although all that 
was paid by the grantee was the £16 3s., the £81 18s. 
being a debt incurred two months previously. This de- 
cision, it is submitted, is quite in accordance with the 
authorities already referred to, but the case of Lx parte 
Lerwick, In re Young (29 W. R, 292), seems incapable 
of being reconciled with them. The consideration was 
there stated to be “the sum of £65 now paid” to the 
grantor by the grantee. This sum had really been ad- 
vanced in instalments some time before the execution 
of the deed, and, for that reason, the Chief Judge held 
that the consideration was not truly set forth. 











THE IRISH LAND BILL. 
IV. 


Tose of our readers who have followed our previous: 
articles will not, we think, be at any loss to discover. 
the causes of the “ failure” of the Land Act of 1870. 

At first sight this Act would seem to have conferred 
upon the tenantry throughout Ireland an inestimable 
boon: to have raised them from a position of entire 
dependence upon the will, even the caprice, of the land.. 
owners to one of complete independence, an independ. 
ence secured, in the case even of tenants having no 
pecuniary claim of an appreciable nature—a not un- 
common case in the south and west—by the imposition of 
av arbitrary fine (called compensation for disturbance); 
upon the exercise by the owner of his undoubted right 
of resuming, at will, the possession of his land. To 
the northern tenant the Act offered complete, thouglr 
tardy, justice; and in assuring him that the implied term 
which lay at the foundation of his tenure would hence. 
forth be observed inviolably, if would appear to have- 
given him all he could desire, and did, in fact,. 
give him all that he had ever demanded. But he 
was not long in discovering that the independ- 
ence thus gained was of little practical importance to: 
him: the sufferers from any disregard of the customs 
had never been numerous, and if was only here 
and there—principally upon estates which had lately 
changed hands—that the new legal right was of any 
greater practical value than the old moral one, while, 
on the other hand, the immediate result of the Act was 
to put an end to all those indulgences which had grown 
up in the manner already described, and the want of 
which was a serious loss to the smaller tenants. That 
the Act should put a stop to these indulgences was in- 
evitable. In the first place, as the tenant could not, 
by any arrangement, forego the privileges given him by 
the Act, there was always the danger of an increase to 
the “ tenant-right” arising from any such benefit: 
secondly, the joint operation of this Act and the Ballot 
Act of 1872 was to deprive the landowner of that poli. 
tical inducement which had operated in this respect so 
largely in favour of the tenants, who henceforth could 
not, even if they would, assure the landlord of that 
return which had been one of his principal incentives 
to stand well with his tenantry: and, thirdly, the Act 
was passed in a manner provocative of resistance, and 
so as to excite a large number of the landlords to set 
themselves, and set themselves successfully, to minimize 
its effects. 

In the south, the result was even more pernicious te 
the tenant: for as he, as a rule, had paid nothing for 
goodwill on entering his farm, and had no tangible “ im- 
provements ”’ to rely-upon, the sole right given him by 
the Act was to receive his ‘‘ compensation” if arbitrarily 
evicted. Such evictions were, however, of very rare 
occurrence, even for political causes, before the Act, and 
practically unknown on any other ground. Even 
when a tenant was so hepelessly ‘‘ broken ” that it was 
necessary to get rid of him, it had been usual to give 
him “assistance,” ‘to take him to America,” or on 
some such pretext, the amount of which was ordinarily 
little, if at all, less than the maximum amount now re- 
coverable as compensation for disturbance. On the other 
hand, very few indeed of the tenants were in a position 
to claim this compensation at all: not one in a thousand 
could ever have paid up all his arrears of rent on demand:. 
and, except in some rare instance of personal ani- 
mosity, no landowner in Ireland would ever have been s0- 
insane as to part with a tenant who paid hisrentregularly 
as it became due ifhe could by anf possibility keephim on. 
Moreover, in the few cases in which, from any cause 
whatever, a landlord was so determined to get rid of a 
particular tenant as to give him an enforceable right to 
compensation, he never had any difficulty in recouping the 
sum, if he desired it, in the shape either of increased rents 
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ora payment for possession, from the next incoming 
tenant. The practical outcome of the Act, therefore, so 
far as the south was concerned, was to embarrass the 
landlord in the management of-his property, and to 
embitter the relationship of landlord and tenant, without 
conferring any tangible pecuniary benefit on the latter. 
Above all, it did not even pretend to give him the only 
thing he really wanted, a right to permanent occupation 
on equitable terms. But the defect in the Act, which 
which was perhaps of even greater practical importance 
than any other, was that it provided no measure of the 
tenant’s interest—when he had any—other than an 
action at law, and no means of raising such an action 
until the parties were already in a position from which 
neither of them could recede. In effect, the Act found 
the Irish tenant a petted dependent, and left him a 
soured litigant. 

If the new legislation, then, is to have any better fate 
than the old, these are the errors which it has to 
avoid :— 

(1) It must not interfere with future express con- 
tracts at all; the sole result of this interference in the 
Act of 1870 was to prevent landowners from giving a 
class of tempsrary accommodation very valuable to the 
tenants “‘ for fear it might grow into a right.” 

(2) It must not attempt to secure the occupation of 
the tenant merely by fining the landlord for evicting 
him: apert from the gross injustice of such a proceeding 
it would be utterly futile; the working of the Act of 
1870 has shown more than one easy method of shifting 
the burden of any such fine off the shoulders of the 
landlord on to those of the incoming tenant, the place 
where, of all others, it is most undesirable to put it. 

(3) It must provide some machinery, other than an 
action at Jaw, for determining, at any given time, the 
amount of the tenant’s interest in a manner by which 
both parties shall be bound: the failure of the Act of 
1870 in this respect is well illustrated by the widely 
known case of the farm lying in two counties, so as to 
necessitate actions before two different chairmen upon an 
eviction, when one chairman (the facts being necessarily 
identical) dismissed the tenant’s claim with costs, and 
the other awarded him the maximum compensation. 

(4) It ought to provide, in some reasonable way, for 
future fluctuations in the value of the land. As the law 
stood prior to 1870 these practically inured for the 
benefit of the landlord, but not for his disadvantage. 
The rent might, and did, go up from time to time, but 
it never went down; and though in periods of temporary 
distress large remissions were made, and much assistance 
of different kinds habitually given, by almost all land- 
lords, there does not seem to have been, even in the 
terrible crisis of 1846-7, anything like a permanent 
reduction of rent over any extensive area. This was the 
case even in Ulster, where, although it was always 
the rule that the rent could not be raised “so as to 
interfere with the tenant-right,” the landlord could 
always obtain the benefit of any increase of general 
value, while, on the other hand, he was effectually 
protected against loss from any depreciation so long as 
the tenant-right remained of any value whatever. For 
it is obvious, that so long as the right of occupancy at a 
given rent retained a saleable value, there was nothing 
to enable the tenant to effect a reduction of rent, which 
he could only do by throwing up his holding and so 
sacrificing whatever tenant-right he still possessed. And 
the Act of 1870 does not seem to have interfered with 
this right directly, though, as it is a r¥ght which can 
only be enforced by means of notices to quit, it has 
rendered the exercise of it somewhat more difficult. 
But it is at least doubtful whether the right ought, 
as an abstract proposition, to be maintained in its 
integrity : even without adopting Mr. Mill’s view of the 
“unearned increment,” there is at least as much to be 
said in favour of adinitting the tenant to participate in 
any future increase of value, as for bestowing upon him 
® prosent interest in the land. We reject, as absurd, the 








claim made by some of the advocates of the tenants{to 
the whole of this prospective increase, a claim which 
would reduce the owner's interest to a fixed rent-charge, 
and would, by converting him from a quasi-partner into a 
mere creditor, inflict a very serious injury on all 
struggling tenants, that is, on nineteen-twentieths of the 
tenantry of Ireland. 

The Act, of 1870, as we have said, made no attempt to 
solve this problem, indeed, it is, at least, doubtful 
whether its importance was then recognized. Its exist- 
ence was, however, as we happen to know, brought at 
the time under the notice of the framers of that Act, and 
a scheme for its solution propounded, which had all the 
advantages of being fair in working, not unjust in prin- 
ciple, and completely self-adjusting: which has since 
been tried, upon a limited scale and by express contract, 
with the most satisfactory results, but which was then 
rejected, and is now ignored, for no reason that we can 
divine except that fatality which seems to attend all 
proposals for the benefit of Ireland, emahating from 
Irishmen unconnected with political life. It is true that, 
in the measure now before Parliament, a provision has 
been inserted, apparently alio intuitu; which might, if 
fairly worked, attain the desired end through the 
clumsy machinery of an action at law once in every 
fifteen years, but besides the other formidable objections 
to this proposal, nothing is more to be deprecated in the 
relationship of landlord and tenant than an atmosphere 
of litigation “ perpetually renewable.” 

Bearing these four points in mind, it will be seen, 
without much difficulty, that the present Bill, com- 
plete a departure as it is in some respects from the Act 
of 1870, unfortunately adheres to the lines of that Act 
precisely in those very characteristics which have mainly 
caused its “failure” ; that it, too, offers to the tenants 
large boons which are not what they want; that it, too, 
inflicts upon the landowners disadvantages out of all pro- 
portion to the benefits conferred on the tenantry: open- 
ing to both an endless vista of interminable litigation : 
litigation moreover to be conducted before tribunals of 
inferior standing and authority, with the aggravation in 
the present case (from which the Act of 1870 was free) 
of the very most objectionable Court of Appeal ever 
devised by the most perverse ingenuity. We propose, in 
our next article, to examine these allegations in detail. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Set-orF—ExecuTtoR—Lereatse---Costs—In a case of 
Knapman v. Wreford, before the Court of Appeal on the 
19th inst., a question of set-off arose. The action was an 
administration one. Some of the legatees had brought an 
action in the Probate Division for the revocation of the 
probate of the testator’s will, The executor resisted this 
action successfully, and the plaintiffs were ordered to pay his 
costs. The legatees assigned their legacies, and the assignees 
gare notice of the assigoments to the executor. The executor 
claimed to set off his costs of defending the action in the 
Probate Division against the legacies. The court (JEsseL, 
M.R., and James and Lusu, L.JJ.), affirming the decision 
of Hall, V.C., held that the assignees could only take the 
legacies subject to the paramount right of the executor to 
set off against them the costs which he had incurred on 
behalf of the testator’s estate—Sonicrrors, B. W, Reeves ; 
Day & Cather ; Fox & Co. 

DissoLurion OF PARTNERSHIP—DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
Partners—Dare or Dissotution.—In a case of Lyon v. 
Tweddell, before the Court of Appeal on the 19th inst, a 
question arose as to the date from which a partnershi 
ought to be dissolved. The deed of partnership provid 
that the partnership should continue during the joiat lives of 
the partners, or until it should be dissolved, but the deed con- 
tained no provisions for dissolution, The action sought a 
dissolution, on the ground of differences between the 
partners. Bacon, V.C., decreed a dissolution as from the 
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date of the issue of the writ. The Court of Appeal: (JzssEx, 
M.R., and James and Lusu, L.JJ.) held that in such a case 
the proper date of the dissolution was the date of the judg- 
ment.—So.icirors, Rogerson d: Ford; Shum, Crossman, § 
Co. : 


Appgeai — DEATH OF APPELLANT — APPLICATION FOR 
Orper or Revivor—JupicaturE Act, 1873, s. 52—Okrp, 
50,. er. 2, 4.—In a case of Rawson v. Patton, before the 
Court of Appeal on the-20th inst., a question arose as to the 
proper mode of obtaining an order for the continuance of an 
appeal after the death of the appellant. The defendant had 
delivered a counter-claim, and at tbe trial it was dismissed, 
with costs. The defendant gave notice of appeal, and before 
the appeal came on for hearing he died. His executrix 
obtained an order of course at the Rolls that the appeal 
should be carried on and prosecuted by her. On the opening 
of the appeal the respondent’s counsel took the objection that, 
as the counter-claim had been dismissed, there was no pro- 
ceeding pending in the High Court, and that that court had 
no jurisdiction to make any order with regard to the prosecu- 
tion of the appeal. And it was said that under section 52 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, which provides that “in any 
cause or matter pending before the Court of Appeal, any 
direction incidental thereto, not involving the decision of the 
appeal, may be given by a single judge of the Court of 
Appeal,” an order for the continuance of the appeal might 
have been obtained from one of the judges of the Court of 
Appeal. The court (Jzsset, M.R., and James and Luss, 
L.JJ.) held that the order had been properly made by the 
High Court. They said that section 52 did not apply, and the 
Court of Appeal had no original jurisdiction—SoLicirors, 
Paterson, Snow, & Bloxam ; McDiarmid. 


Practice — Apprat ror Costs —JvupicaTuRE Act, 
1873, s. 49.—In a case of Dicks v. Yates, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 20th inst., the preliminary objection was 
taken that the appeal was for costs. The action was brought 
to restrain an alleged infringement by the defendant of the 
plaintiff's copyright. Bacon, V.C., held (29 W. R. 135) that 
there had been an infringement; but, as the defendant had 
discontinued the infringement, it was unnecessary to grant 
an injunction, and, therefore, without making any declara- 
tion of the plaintiff's right, the judgment simply ordered the 
defendant to pay the costs of the action. The Court of 
Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and James and Lusu, L.JJ.) held 
that this was not an appeal for costs within section 49. 
Jesset, M.R., said that the costs of an action were 
not in the discretion of the court, to the extent of 
erdering the defendant to pay them if the plaintiff 
had no title to relief. The Vice-Chancellor had ordered 
the defendant to pay the costs-as a result of his decision that 
the piaintiff had a title to relief. It was for this purpose 
immaterial whether there was an. actual declaration of the 
plaintiff's right, or a declaration by necessary inference. 
But. his lordship did not intend. to say that the court bad no 
diseretion to deprive a successful defendant of his costs of 
Se nemeigenmrean, Lewis & Lewis ; Montagu, Scott, & 


Practice —Cuance or Jupce —ReHeartnc OnpeEr 
MADE IN CuamBeERs.—In acase of Stuckey v. Warton, be~ 
fore the Court of Appeal or the 25th inst., the question 
arose whether, when an order had been made by a judge of 
the Chaocery Division personally in chambers, and he 
afterwards resigned his office, his successor ought to hear 
an application in court to discharge the order, Malins, V.C., 
before his resignation had personally settled in chambers a 
certificate of the chief clerk in the action. A summons 
was taken out to vary the certificate, and it came on to be 
heard in conrt before Fry, J., after the business attached to 

ins, V.C., had been transferred to him. He thonght 
that he ought not to rehear a matter which the Vice- 
Chancellor had personally decided, and he, therefore, pro 
Sormé. dismissed the summons, leaving the parties to go to 
the Court of Appeal. The Court of Appeal (JesseL, M.R., 
and James and Lusu, L.JJ.) were of opinion that Fry, J., 
ought to have hesrd the summons just as Malins, V.C., 
must have done if he had retained his office. The result of 
his not hearing it was that the parties were compelled to 
incur double costs. They might have been content with 





the decision of Fry, J., on the merits without eoming to 
the Court of Appeal.—Soxicitors, Patey & Warren; 
Gellatly, Son, & Warton ; R. Miller § Wiggins. 


Unpiscoarcep Bankrurt—Ricut or Trostte—Prop. 
ERTY—PERSONAL EARNINGS — Practice — ADDITION oF 
PLAINTIFF—ORDER 16, r. 13 —On the 25th inst. the Court 
of Appeal (Jesse, M.R., and James and Lvsu, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision of Fry, J., in the case of Emden.y, 
Carte (29 W. R. 600). The action was brought by an un- 
discharged bankrupt, who was an architect, to recover a sum 
of £1,790, which he alleged to be due to him for services 
rendered by him as an.architect to the defendant, since the 
adjudication of bankruptcy, under an agreement entered into 
before the bankruptcy, and a sum of £8,000, which the 
plaintiff claimed as damages for his wrongful dismissal by 
the defendant. The trustee in the bankruptcy took ont a 
summons in the action, asking that he might be substituted 
as plaintiff for the bankrupt, and be at liberty to carry on 
the proceedings. Fry, J., held that the sums claimed in the 
action were not the mere results of the personal labour or 
service of the bankrupt, and that they wonld pass to the 
trustee, and he made an order joining the trustee as co-plain- 
tiff, and giving him the conduct of the action, The Court 
of Appeal agreed as to the title of the trustee, and held that 
he had been rightly joined as co-plaintiff.—Soxicrrors, F. C. 
Tudor ; J. J. Winser ; Beyfus & Beyfus. 


Lanp Drarnace Act, 1861—‘* Drain ”—ARTIFICIAL oR 
NaturAL WaTERCOURSE—PoWER OF LANDOWNER TO‘ALTER 
Drain.—In a case of Healey v. Bates, before the Master of 
the Rolls on the 21st inst., a question arose as to the mean- 
ing of the term “drain” in the Land Drainage Act, 
1861. By section 72 of that Act, “any person interested 
in land who is desirous to drain the same, and in order 
thereto deems it necessary that new drains should be opened 


| through lands belonging to another owner, or that existing 


drains in lands belonging to another owner should be 
cleansed, widened, straightened, or otherwise improved, may 
apply to such owner, who is hereinafter referred to as. the 
adjoining owner, for leave to make such drains, or improve- 
ments in drains, through or on the lands of such owner.” 
Section 73 provides that the application is to be made 
by notice in writing stating the nature of the intended im- 
provements, and to be accompanied by a map. If the ad- 
joining owner fail to express his assent within a month after 
service, he shall, by section 76, be deemed to have 
dissented, and then the questions shall be decided by 
two or more justices, in petty sessions, whether the proposed 
drains or improvements will causeany injury to the persons 
interested in ihe lands, and whether such injury will admit 
of compensation in money. The defendant Bates bad 
given a former notice to the plaintiff in August, 1879, 
of certain intended alterations to a stream running through 
the plaintiff's land, but such notice was held to be invalid, 
and an injunction was granted to restrain the defendant 
from proceeding under it before the justices (see Healey v. 
Bates, L. R. 13 Ch. D, 498). . The defendant had recsntly 
served another notice under the Act, as to alterations to 
the same stream, upon the plaintiff, and his notice showed 
that considerable improvements were intended. The plain- 
tiff now moved for an injunction to restain the defendant 
from proceeding under his notice, on the ground that the 





stream was not a ‘‘ drain” within the meaning of the Act, ° 


but was a natural watercourse, and therefore outside sec- 
tion 72 altogether. JesszL, M.R., although not desiring 
to express a final opinion as to the meaning of the: Act, 
which was by no means clear, said that. his present 
impression, after hearing the arguments, was that the 
term ‘‘drain,” as used in the Act, referred to an 
artificial, and notea natural, watercourse. In the 72nd sec- 
tion, a new drain must clearly be artificial, and the words 
for reference to existing drains—namely, that they might be 
“cleansed, widened, straightened, or otherwise improved ” 
—showed that an artificial drain was referred to. The 
other sections, some of them, poifited to the conclusion 
that artificial drains were the only ones that would be inter- 
fered. with without the consent of the owner, and that 
if a natural stream was desired to’ be diverted, the 
owner's consent must be obtained. The plaintiffs had 
shown 8 primd facie case that the stream was a netural one, 
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therefore he should grant an injunction to restrain th 
cinch dren: goocasding ‘alvin matin, ted: pleat 
giving the usual undertaking in damages.—Soxicrrors, Nash . 


¢ Field ; Robins, Burges, & Co. 





PARTNERSHIP—RECEIPT B¥ ONE PaRTNER—ACCOUNTS— 
[asrLitx—Mortion To vARY ReFerEe’s Report-—Norzs, 
or EVIDENCE BEFORE RerEREE—UszE or Nores ror JupcEe 
anp ParTres—Practice.—In a case of Fowler v. Murray, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 23rd inst., the defend. 
-ant had taken out a summons to vary the report of the 
official referee under the following circumstances :—It was 
referred to the official referee to take the accounts of an old 
partnership commencing in 1863, and continued subsequently 
in 1878, by taking the cashier of the firm into partner- 
ship. It appeared that in the year 1865 the banking account 
was not properly posted up in the cash-book of the firm, the 
entries being all in the cashier’s handwriting, so that a sum 
of £442 more was received from the bank than had been 
entered up in the cash-book. A sum was entered in the cash- 
"book at the end of the half-year to make it balance, and a 
sum was also shown as due at the end of the half-year to the 
defendant. The defendant submitted before the referee that 
the £442 ought to be treated as a defalcation by the cashier, 
but the referee in his report treated it as due from the defend- 
ant, The defendant was the active partner and signed the 
cheques during 1865, but in the name of the firm. Before 
the referee the defendant was examined vivd voce, but did not 
positively swear that he did not receive the money—in fact, 
he stated he could rot explain the matter. He said he had, 
however, duly accounted for all sums received by him. 
Sums received for the firm were received by the defendant 
or the cashier. On the summons to vary the report as to 
the £442, Jessen, M.R., said that as the defendant had not 
positively sworn he had not received the money, he could 
not treat the £442 payable by the casbier as a_part- 
nership loss, and he saw no reason for differing from the 
finding of the referee. In reference to the mode in which 
‘the summons was heard, considerable difficulty was expeti- 
enced by all the parties in knowing what the evidence had 
‘been before the official referee, asthe referee had refused to fur- 
nish a copy of his notes of the evidence, and none of the parties 
‘had an effective note. The referee had, however, sent his 
book with the evidence and arguments to the judge, who 
‘read out the evidence as given. JxEssEL, M.R., stated 
it was not the practice of the referee to furnish his 
notes to the parties, and that it was the duty of the counsel 
or solicitors before the referee to take notes of the evidence 
themselves for future use.— Soticirors, Ullithorne, Currey, 
& Villiers ; O. B. Wooler. 


FAaruer AND Cuo1tp—UNovve InritvencE—ACTION TO SET 
asipe DeeD—Onvus oF Proor—PurcHaser FOR VALUE 
‘wrrmout Notice.—In a case of Bainbrigge v. Browne, 
before Fry, J., on the 18th inst., a question arose as to the 
mus of proof in an action brought by a child to set aside 
a deed executed by him under the influence of his father, 
and for the father’s benefit. The action was brought by 
‘@danghter and two sons to set aside a deed which they 
‘had executed, at the request of their father, when they 
‘were respectively of the ages of twenty-five, twenty-four, 
‘and twenty-two, charging their reversionary shares ander 
the marriage settlement of their father and mother with 
the payment of the intereat on some previously existing 
mortgage debts of the father (the interest on which had 
‘been allowed to fall into arrear), and covenanting person- 
ally for the payment of the interest. The deed also em- 
powered the mortgagees to sell the reversionary shares in 
the event of the interest not being punctually paid. The 
consideration for the deed was an agreement by the mort- 
@agees to reduce the rate of interest on the mortgage 
debts in the event of punctual payment. At the date of 
‘the execution of the deed the danghter was usually 
resident in her father’s house, though she was then actu- 
ally on a temporary visit to an aunt, One of the sons was 
‘@ medical student at Edinburgh ; the other was an under- 
Graduate at Oxford. They were staying at home for & 
‘vacation, and executed the deed in the presence of their 
fathor,and mother and of a clerk of their father's soli- 
itor, the clerk attesting their execution. The daughter's 
xecution wae attested by the aunt. The deed was ap- 











bene ne of. the father andthe children by the 
er’s solicitor, whe represented to the solicitora of the 
that. he-was acting for the father and the 
children. The defendants to the action were the mort- 
gagees and the father. The father put in no 
and did not-appear at the trial. The plaintiffs at the trial 
deposed that they executed the deed at their father’s 
request, in ignorance of ita, contents ; that they had given 
no instructions to the solicitor; and that they had no 
independent advice, The mortgagees adduced: no-evid- 
enoe, relying by their pleading simply on the fact.that ihe 
deed had. been approved by a solicitor who professed to be 
acting for the father and. the children; that the defend- 
ants were ignorant of the exercise of any improper infla- 
ence by the father ; and that they were. purchasers in good 
faith and for value. , Fry, J., said it was plain that the 
plaintiffs had not, when they ex:cuted the deed, been fally 
emancipated from their father’s control, and, though there 
was no distinct evidence of pressure by him, yet the plain- 
tiffa had proved the existence of a state of things:from 
which the court would infer pressure and undde influence. 
The burden was. therefore cast, on the father of showing 
that the. deed was executed by the children after inde- 
pendent advice, with full knowledge of its contents, and 
with a free.intention of giving him the benefits conferred 
by it. He had not attempted to discharge this daty, aud 
therefore, as far as he was concerned, the deed must be 
set aside. But this inference of undue influence, though 
it operated as against the person who could exercise the 
influence, and as against any volunteer who claimed 
through him, and any person who took the property with 
notice of the circumstances which raised the equity, did 
not operate as against a purchaser for value without notice 
of those circumstances. In the present case there was no 
evidence that the mortgagees knew that any undue infla.- 
ence or pressure had been exercised by the father, or that 
the plaintiffs were not emancipated from: his control. A 
solicitor professed to be acting for them, and his letters 
showed that he realized the nature of the daty which was 
imposed upon him. It was impossible to conclude that-he 
did not discharge his duty properly. Unless it was to be 
held that in such a case it was absolutely necessary that 
the child should be advised by a different solicitor from the 
father, it could rot be said that the mortgagees had notice 
of any of the circumstances necessary to raise an equity 
to set aside the deed. Therefore, as againgt the mort- 
gagees, the action must be dismissed.—Soxicrrors, J. H. 
Lydall ; Roberts & Barlow, 









CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 


(Before Mr. Registrrak Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
May 4, 11.—£x parte Vale, Re Bannister. 


Seizure by the sheriff under an edegi¢ before notice to the 
elegit creditor of an act of bankruptcy committed by the de- 
fendant is sufficient to confer u the elegit creditor a good 
title to the chattels seized, notwithstanding that the delivery by 
the sheriff takes place after such notice. 

This was an application on behalf of the trustee under the 
bankraptcy of G, Bannister, sen., for an order that the Ret- 
ford and Bassetlaw Loan and Investment Company (Limited) 
and the sheriff of Middlesex, or one of them, should be 
ordered forthwith to pay to the trustee the value of the 
furniture, goods, chattels, and effects seized by the sheriff 
under a writ of elegit. 

On the 15th of December, 1880, Bannister (a trader). come 
mitted an act of bankruptcy by non-compliance with the 
terms of a debtor’s summons issued at the instance of Mr. 
Boord, one of his creditors. 

On the 24th of January, 1881, the sheriff of Middlesex 
seized the furniture and goods of Baanister under an elegit 
issued by the Retford and Bassetlaw Loan and Investment 
Company (Limited), in respect of a judgment for about £300, 
At that time the company had no notice of the act of bank- 
ruptey committed by the debtor on the 15th of December. 

On the 2nd of February, Bannister committed another act 
of bankruptcy by filing a liquidation petition, of which the 
company had notice on the 5th. 

On the 10th of February, the furniture and goods of which 
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the value was now claimed by the applicant were delivered 
(after inquisition) by the sheriff to the company. 

On the 15th of February, an adjudicaticn of bankruptcy 
was made against Bannister based upon the act of bankruptcy 
committed by him on the 15th of December, and, at the first 
meeting, the creditors appointed the applicant trustee of the 
estate, 

E. C. Willis, for the applicant.—The title of the appli- 
cant relates back to the date of the act of bankruptcy, and 
the goods are therefore his. The seizure by the sheriff 
undertheelegit occurred aftertheactofbankruptcy. Thenon- 
compliance with the debtor’s summons is an act of bankruptcy 
available for adjudication: Ex parte Hankin, Re Buchan 
(23 W. R. 401, L. R.10 Ch. 267); Ex parte Duignan, Re 
Bissell (19 W. R. 1127, L. R. 6 Ch. 605) ; Ex parte Gourlay, 
Re Ormandby (L. R. 15 Ch. D. 447). An elegit is not pro- 
tected by the 94th section, and has no operation of any 
kind before inquisition. 

Nicoll, for the company.—The goods are ours by virtue of 
the writ of elegit, and the transaction is protected by seo- 
tion 95, sub-section 3. At the date of the seizure the com- 
pany had no notice of any act of bankruptcy, and the goods 
belong to us. He cited Ex parte Wright, Re Arnold (L. R. 
3 Ch. D. 70). 

Cur. adv, vult, 


Mey 11.—Mr. Recistrar Murray said a question arose 
in this case as to the right of an e/egit creditor to hold, as 
against the trustee, certain goods and chattels seized by the 
sheriff under the writ, and delivered by him to the creditor 
before the order of adjudication. The question was fully 
discussed in the recent case of Ex parte Abbott, Re Gouriay, 
and, as he understood that case, it placed an elegit creditor, 
upon seizure by the sheriff, in precisely the same position as 
a creditor who had seized under the ordinary writ of 7. fa. 
in the case of a trader for a debt under £50. The difficulty 
in this case was that by the doctrine of relation back of the 
trustee’s title to the act of bankruptcy on which the adjudi- 
cation was made, the gcods so seized were, in law and 
fact, the goods of the trustee and not of the debtor. The 
creditor was obliged to resort to the protective clauses of the 
Act, end the burden of proof was upon him to show that at 
the time of the delivery of the goods to him hy the sheriff 
(such delivery being, in his opinion, tantamount to a sale 
within the meaning of section 95, sub-section 3), he had no 
notice of “any act of bankruptcy available for adjudica- 
tion.”” The delivery in the present case was on the 10th of 
February. That the creditor had no notice of the act 
of bankruptcy on which the adjodication was made— 
viz., the non-compliance with the debtor’s summons— 
was clearly proved by the effidavit which was uncontradicted, 
and upon which the deponent had not been cross-examined. 
But it was said that the creditor had notice of the act of 
bankruptcy committed by the debtor on the 2nd of February, 
by filing the liquidation petition, and the evidence certainly 
did not show that he bad not. In fact, upon the affidavits 
which had been read, and having regard to the fact that notice 
of the petition was sent by post to the creditor in the ordinary 
way by the officer of the court on the 3rd of February, it 
must be inferred that at the date of the delivery be had 
notice of en act of bankruptey, and according to the 
decision in Ez parte Duignan, Re Bissell, an act of 
bankroptey “available for adjudication.” What was 
the meaning of the words “act of bankruptcy” in 
this section? The case was argued before him as if the 
date of delivery was the crucial test, and that notice of any 
act of bankruptcy committed before that date would be 
sufficient to deprive the creditor of that protection, and, 
curiously enough, his attention was not drawn to the case of 
Bz parte Echulte, Re Mataule (22 W. BR. 462, L. R.9 Ch. 
Avp. 409), which, he confessed, had escaped his m 'y at the 
time, but which expressly decided that the act of bankruptcy 
referred to inthis section must be construed as meaning an 
act of bankruptcy committed before seizure, That being 
20, it followed, in this case, that the creditor was not affected 
in any way by the liquidation petition. So far from being 
prior to the seizure, it was not filed till the 20d of 
February, whereas the seizure was proved beyond all doubt 
to have been made on the 24th of January, some ten days 
previously. With reference to the recent case of Curtoys v. 
Pillert, a8 he understood it, the Court of Appeal decided in 
favour of the trustee because there was nothing in the 
process of attachment which would take it out of the 
words of the statute, but their lordships expressly guarded 








themselves from saying what their judgment would have been: : 
if the garnishor had actually received the debt. The applica. 
tion must, therefore, be refused. 

Solicitor for the trustee, G. Bathurst Norman. 

Solicitors for the company, Allen & Son, for Newton, Jones,. 
§ Co., East Retford, 


(Before Mr. Recistrar Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
May 18.—Re Warner. 

Leave given to file resolutions after the expiration of the time 
allowed for that purpose by rule 284, the omission to file them in. 
proper time having arisen from inadvertence. - 

This was an application for leave to file resolutions passed’ 
by creditors under a petition for liquidation, notwithstandi 
that the three days limited for the purpose by rule 284 


expired. 

On the 12th of April, 1881, the debtor filed a petition for: 
liquidation, and the first meeting of creditors was held on 
the 2nd of May, when resolutions were passed accepting a. 
compesition of twelve shillings in the pound. 

At the second meeting, held on the 13th of May, the 
resolutions passed at the former meeting were confirmed. 
There was no dissentient creditor at either meeting. 

On the 17th of May, the solicitor’s clerk attended at the. 
office in Lincoln’s-inn-fields to file the resolutions, when, in 
consequence of the three days allowed by rule 284 having 
expired, they were refused. The clerk stated in his affidavit. 
that he was under the impression that Sunday did not count. 
as one of the three days, and that until he attended at the 
office he was unaware the time had expired. Sunday, it ap- 
peared, was not the last of the three days, 

F. C. Willis, for the debtor. 

Mr. Recistrar Murray said that as the omission to file 
the resolutions within the proper time had arisen from inad- 
vertence, the order would be made. But, at the same time, 
it was important the profession should be aware that Sunday, 
even in the middle of the three days allowed by rule 284, did 
count. In this case, the fact that the resolutions had been 
as sented to unanimously was important. 

Application granted. 

Solicitor, Z. Parkes. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 


(Sittings in Banc, before Lord Coxerrpor, C.J., and 
Bowen, J.)* 


May 20, 21.—Re W. H. Pook, a Solicitor. 


This was a rule calling upon the solicitor to answer 
certain affidavits, or, in default, to show cause why he 
should not be struck off the rolls, It appeared that the 
solicitor had received from a client a sum of nearly £400, 
for the purpose of paying a composition to creditors. Part 
of this sum he had, with his client’s permission, appropriated 
to the payment of his own costs, a second portion he had- 
paid to creditors, and a third portion he had employed for 
his own purposes, thereby rendering it incumbent upon the 
client to borrow money from his relations in order to pay 
his creditors. . 

A second charge against the solicitor was that he had 
appropriated two sums of money paid to him by another 
client for the purpose of paying certain landlord’s claims in 
respect of a house of which the client was tenant. As the 
money was not sent to the landlord the client’s goods were 
seized, 

Prior to the bearing of the case the solicitor had refunded. 
the money due to both his clients. 

Sir H. James, A.G., and A. L. Smith, for the solicitor, 
were unable to deny the charges, but pointed out that in the 
liquidation proceedings some of the creditors did not prove, 
and that so much of the money as necessarily remained in 
the solicitor’s bands was allowed to get mixed up with his 
own, The money baving been refunded the clients were 
now in statu quo. Under these circumstances they ap 
to the court not to pronounce the severest penalty. 

A, Wills, Q.C., and Hollams, for the Incorporated Law 
Society. . 

Lord Corenvox, 0.J.—This is such an important case 
that we will take time to consider, ‘ 

Lord Coreninon, C.J.—In the case of Mr. Pook, @ 
solicitor, which was before us yesterday, my brother Bowex 


* Reported by W. Bunw, Erq., Barvister-at-Law. 
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and myself have now had time to read through the affidavits, 
and to consider the facts, and, having done so, we have come 
to the conclasion that there is nothing in the case to mitigate 
the extreme penalty that can be inflicted in cases of this 
sort. The circumstances are shortly that Mr. Pook, in his 
capacity of solicitor, received a sum of nearly £400 from a 
client of his, a respectable and a respectably connected man. 
The money was substantially for paying a composition to the 
client’s creditors, but it was not so applied. The consequence 
was that the client had to borrow money from his relations to 
pay the composition, for Mr. Pook retained the money with 
which the composition was to have been paid. Some sub- 
stantial portion of the money was due to Mr. Pook for costs, 
and as the costs were incurred before the money was obtained, 
and as the client never objected to the application of so mach 
of the money for costs, I do not take that into consideration, 
but put it out of the question. Another portion of the money 
Mr. Pook did apply in payment of the debt due from his 
client, but another portion, nearly £150, he retained, until 
only two days ago, when he repaid it, and then under 
pressure of these proceedings, in the hope that it would be 
‘taken into account in mitigating his sentence. Such payment 
cannot, in my opinion, be taken to have any weight; 1t was 
money paid under pressure, and not because it was due, or 
from any desire to discharge a debt. What then is to be 
done? I have no desire to be hard upon anyone, for we are 
‘all exposed to temptation ; but here is a person clothed with 
a character of extensive responsibility, and invested with 
trast, and the power of using that trust by this court. Mr. 
Pook was an officer of this court, and by virtue of that 
position was enabled to hold himself out to the world as a 
_— fit to be trusted in transacting businees. Honour and 

onesty are, above all things, necessary in a solicitor, and if 
@ person shows by his conduct that he is unfit to exercise the 
‘privileges conferred upon him, I can come to no other con- 
clusion than that this court must order him to be struck off 
the rolls. 

Solicitor for the Incorporated Law Society, Widliamscn, 
The Solicitor. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Queen’s Bencw Division. 


{Sittings at Nisi Prius before Grove, J., and a Special 
Jury.) 
May 20.—The Incorporated Law Society v. Waterlow, 
Brothers, & Layton. 


This was an action by which the plaintiffs, sought to 
recover penalties from the defendants for acting as proctors 
and solicitors without being duly qualified. 

Sir Hardinge Giffard, Q.C., G. A. R. Fitzgerald, and R. T. 
Reid, appeared for the plaintiffs. 

Sir H, James, A.G., Willis, Q.C., and Finlay, were for 
‘the defendants. 

The substance of the plaintiffs’ case was that the defend- 
ants, whose regular business was that of law stationers, had, 
in many instances, obtained probate of wills at Somerset 
House, going through all the necessary formalities, and answer- 
ing any inquiries that might be made by the officials with 
respect to the different documents. It appeared that the 
practice was for country solicitors in many cases, instead of 
communicating with their London agents, to transact business 
connected with the probate of wills with the defendants, 
who would do it at a cheaper rate, although, as between 
solicitor and client, there would be no difference in the amount 
charged. 

Sir Hardinge Giffard having briefly opened the nature of 
‘the case to the jury, and explained that the defendants, 
assuming they had acted illegally, were liable to a penalty 
of £50 for each offence. 

Grove, J., observed that substantially the matter seemed 
to be one of law, and there was no issue of fact for the 
jury to decide, 

Sir H. James, A.G,, said his contention would be that 
the defendants were merely messengers of the country solici- 
tors, giving no advice themselves, and using no skill or dis- 
cretion of their own. 

A discussion thereupon took place between counsel, and 
in the result it was agreed that the jury should be dis- 


ment, which would enable the defeated party at once to go 
to the Cuurt of Appeal. 

: oy —— according gave judgment for the plaintiffs 
for £50. 





May 20.—The Incorporated Law Society v. Shaw § Blake. 
This was a case alinost precisely similar to the last, bu‘ 
the learned counsel who appeared for the defendants being 
desirous to obtain the opiaion of the jury, formal proof was 
entered on ina the case. 

The same counsel appeared for the plaintiffs. 

Edward Clarke, Q.C., and Bremner, were for the defen d- 
ants. 

Jt appeared that the claim against the defendants was in 
respect of nineteen different infringements of the Act, and in 
in the result, after proof had been given of one of these, the 
same arrangement was arrived at as in the preceding case, 
with this difference in the facts, that here the solicitors who 
employed the defendants carried on their profession in London, 
and not ia the country, and that it was elicited in evidence 
that it was contrary to the practice at Somerset House to re- 
ceive documents connected with probate of wills unless they 
were indorsed with the name of a solicitor.— Times. 





SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The meeting of the members of this soviety wkich had been 
specially convened “for the purpose of considering the 
present position of legal procedure, the impending changes in 
the legal professioa, and other incidental matters which to 
the meeting might appear argent and important,” which was 
adjourned from the 6th, was continued on Friday, the 20th 
inst., at the hall of the society, Chancery-lane. The meeting 
was attended by about 170 gentlemen. The president, Mr. 
J. Moxon Ciazon, presided. 

The Presipent said that the following motion and amend- 
ment, the former moved by Mr. Epwin Kowser and 
seconded by Mr. Joserx More, and the latter moved by 
Mr. Cartes Forp and seconded by Mr. Joun InpDERMAUR, 
were before the meeting :— > 

‘That no committee on legal procedure can have the con- 
fidence of the public, or of this branch of the profession, 
unless both be properly and adequately represented; and 
this society recommends to her Majesty’s Government the 
appointment of a Royal Commission to inquire into the whole 
question of economising, simplifying, and accelerating the 
process and practice of the law.” 

“ That this society, whilst appreciating the purposes of 
the Lord Chancellor in appointing the Legal Procedure 
Committee, regrets that so few solicitors were appointed to 
serve thereon, and, especially, that neither the president 
nor the vice-president of this society were so appointed.” 

Mr. Forp asked permission to withdraw the following motion 
of which he had given notice:—‘‘ That, ia the opinion of this 
society, the practice which sanctions the payment of barristers’ 
clerks by suitors for services rendered by such clerks to bar- 
risters is objectionable in its operation and should be discon- 
tinued.” He also asked permission to withdraw his amend- 
ment, to which course Mr. Indermaur had agreed, and ap- 
pealed to Mr. Kimber to substitute some other form of motion 
for the one before the meeting, which probably everybody 
present was not prepared to adopt. It varied from his motion 
only as far as the appointment of a Royal Commission was 
concerned, which he thought ought not to be “ae 
Mr. Kimber could agree to this the motion would be adopted 
and the meeting might almost immediately adjourn. 

The question was put to the meeting, who gave per- 
mission to Mr. Ford to withdraw his amendment, which 
having been done, 

Mr. Epwtx Hvaues, as the mover of the adjournment, 
thought it was too late to express any regret with regard to 
the constitution of the Legal Procedure Committee. It 
could not now be altered, therefore it was a waste of time to 
attempt to interfere with it. It was teo soon to think of 
asking for a Royal Commission, because at present it was 
not known whether the report would not give them all for 





charged, and that his lordship should give 9 formal judg- 


which they were seeking. At any rate, they not gt 
a Royal Commission appoiated until after the report of the 
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committee'bad appeared. Therefore he must object entirely 
to the mction, because to regret anything which was' past was 
futile; and to ask for a Royal Commission’ before the com- 
mittee had reported was premature. The observations that 
had been made with referenee-to tbe inactivity of the council, 
in his opinion, had much better be postponed until the 
council »was re-elected at the annual meeting. It was not fair 
to place these gentlemen in office and then find fault with 
them, which really amounted to finding fault with them- 
selves as members for having elected them. He wished that 
a greater number of members would attend the annual 
meeting, which was the proper time and place for this new 
generation of solicitors which was springing up to bring 
forward their particular views and get them represented if 
they thovght it wise to do so. They ought not to be brought 
forward at aspecial meeting like the present. He there- 
fore felt rather precluded from making any observaticns on 
gereral questions, and thought that the suggestions which 
had been thrown out should be referred to the council for 
consideration and to report thereon to the members at the 
annual meetirg. Nothing could be done in the present 
session, or until a report had been issued by the Legal Pro- 
cedure Committee. He moved, as an amendment, ‘‘ That 
the whole subject discussed at the previous meeting, and 
also at the present, be referred to the council for consideration 
and report at the next annual meeting.” 

The amendment was not seconded. 

Mr. G. A. CrowpEr moved as an amendment to Mr. Kim- 
ber’s motion, ‘‘ That this meeting, whilst recognizing that 
it is both the duty and interest of solicitors as a body to 
promote expedition and economy in litigation, affirms that it 
is to the interest of the public that solicitors should be fairly 
psid for honest work, and requests the council to support 
with energy all well-considered measures tending to further 
these objects, which are now alike frustrated by defects in 
precedore and practice.’ There were tlree defects in the 
motion. The first, which was apparent on the face of it, 
was the supgestion that there should be a Royal Commission 
to inquire into legal procedure. He was one of those who 
held that the solicitor branch of the profession were far 
better fitted to consider the question of legal procedure 
than any other body of men. The bench and the bar, withont 
doubt, could bring to bear upon the subject a very consider- 
able amcunt of competency, but solicitors were the better 
fitted to discuss it, because they Lad to carry out the details 
of the procedure established by Act of Parliament in every- 
day practice. They experienced daily the difficulties and 
defects of legal procedure, and he maintained that all but 
those who were members of the legal profession were wholly 
and utterly incompetent to ecnsider the question, Gentle- 
men outside the prefession might be able to offer valuable 
suggesticns, but if was a ‘arce ‘or anyone to attempt to im- 
prove legs] procedure who was unacquainted with its 
fundsmental elements. It would be worse than useless 
that a Royal Commission should be established, unless they 
bad en assurance thatthe majority of its members would 
be of the legal profession, and it would onJy increase the 
delay in improvements. Another objection to the motion 
was not so apparent, which was that it was premature. The 

gal Procedure Committee was appointed, as he understood 
it, without any reference whatever to the council of the 
tociety, and, therefore, neither the motion nor the 
amencment could reflect upon the council, who bad 
nothing whatever to do with its formation. It was 
much to be regretted that the solicitor branch was 
not more fully represented upon it, but that it 
was not so was no fanltof the council. But in view 

of the fact that the committee bad been sitting for some time, 
and were about to issue their report, it would be worse than 
useless for the society to teke any action. The report might 
very possibly contain suggestions or information of the ut- 
most utility ; at any rate it would, in all probability, form 
the basis of their futore deliberations. The general meeting 
would take place in the course of a few weeks, and there 
would then be an opportunity of considering the report and 
considering how far they could adopt it, or, at any rate, it 
would #fford materials for their discussion, At present it 
would be extremely unwise to take any action which would 
pledge the society to a course which might be altogether in- 
t of the suggestions contained in the report. A 

farther objection war, that if the motion were adopted, it 
would amount to forcing the council’s hand as it were, and 
potiing them in an attitude of bostility towards the Legal 
rocedure Committee and the Lord Chancellor, who was 








theoretically the fountain-head of legal knowledge, and he- 
was practically the source from which alterations in the pro- 
cedure which effected the profession would emanate. Any- 
thing, therefore, which would appear to be hostile to him. 
would be productive of direct and positive harm. It was 
satisfactory to hear from one member of the council at the- 
last meeting that their relations with the al Procedure 
Committee were of a most amiable kind. He i the. 
‘meeting, in the name of common sense, to allow them to 
remain so, and not do anything which would involve the 
solicitor branch in conflict with the Lord Chancellor, but let 
them give the council their confidence and avoid tying their 
hands in any manner. They had invested the council with 
the guardianship of the interests of the profession, and they 
could safely continue to have confidence in them in the present. 
crisis, for crisis it was, and they ought, in discussing the 
motion, to take into consideration the circumstances under 
which it was proposed to pass it. The swaviter in modo- 
would often carry a point where the fortiter in re 
would fail. As regarded the amendment, the first 
part was a truism, for no one -would deny that 
it was both the duty and the interest of solici-. 
tors as a body to promote expedition and economy in 
litigation. The public would doubtless have their own 
opinion on this point, but there could be no question that the 
Judicature Act, with all its defects, had facilitated expedi- 
tion in obtaining legal redress. The public could not object 
to the promotion of their interests by the solicitors, whether 
it was to the interest of the solicitors to do so or not. The 
amendment also set out that it was to the interest of the public 
that solicitors should be fairly paid for honest work, and 1m this. 
lay the difficulty of the whole subject. What was honest work,. 
and what was fair pay? What the public thought of it was 
another question, The last part of the amendment was the 
practical part. It requested the council to support with 
energy all well-considered measures tending to further these 
objects. This was an expression of the confidence of the 
members in the council, and the request was made with a view 
of strengthening their hands in carrying out any measures. 
“they might think necessary. 

Mr. F. K. Munton, in seconding the amendment, ob- 
served that Mr. Ford’s amendment was an improvement 
upon the original motion, but the present amendment was 
an improvement upon both. The motion reflected upon. 
the council, because it brought forward something which 
they had not thought proper to initiate, and which it sug- 
gested they ought to have done, and the statement of the 
president that it was undesirable to pass any resolution at all. 
was an evidence of it. Any reflections the members might 
wish to cast upon the council should be left for the annual 
meetings. There had been the greatest apathy on the part of 
the members up till within the last four or five years as to 
what was being done at those annual meetings, Very few 
members were present, and little or no interest was taken in 
the proceedings, yet the members were always complaining 
of the council, 

Mr. J. W. Prouproor expressed his entire satisfaction. 
with the council, tut was of opinion that the speakers should: 
confine themselves to a discussion of the subject for which 
the meeting was convened. He had hoped that the object 
of the speakers would have been to bring forward questions, 
the consideration of which would have for its object the 
enabling the members of the solicitor branch to conduct 
their business with more comfort and satisfaction to them- 
selves and the public than was possible at present. He had: 
heard that the mere attendance at judges’ chambers for the 
porpose of taking out a summons occupied the greater part 
of a day’s work, and in order to sign judgment or issue a. 
writ it was necessary to stand in a long train, waiting for 
one’s turn, and it was almost a matter of impossibility for 
the clerks to get through their business at all, It was 
next to impossible for a solicitor to ascertain when his- 
client’s case would go before a jury. On one day but one 
case would be set down ; on the next there would be two;. 
on the next none at all; and on the next, half adozen, It 
would be set down for hearing in the Common Pleas to-day, 
in the Queen’s Bench to-morrow, and up in a garret the day 
after, and it was a matter of perfect impossibility to know 
where to assemble the witnesses. It was said that counsel 
did not attend to their cases, but how was it possible for 
them todo so? Under the present mode of procedure they 
could not attach themselves to one particdlar court as was. 
done formerly, when the case would be in the list:for this. 








court to-day, and, if not tried, in the list for that court. 
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to-morrow. These were subjects which required discussion 
in order that the council might be made aware of what 
practitioners had to contend against in conducting their 
client.’ business. He should like also ‘that their attention 
should be ‘directed to. the continval changes which were 
being made. [t was nothing but learning and unlearning. 
What could have been better than the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act ? No revolution was required, though many 
things might have been changed and improved. There was 
no necessity for repealing it and for amalgamating all the 
business as was now the case. He would like that the 
council shouid take some steps with the view of ascertaining 
the opinions of solicitors on these points, and that they 
should then recommend to the proper authorities what course 
should, in their opinion, be taken, 


Mr, A. Catxin Lewis thought that the meeting wished 
for an amendment in the present legal procedure. He sug- 
gested that a committee should be appointed, consisting of 
members of the society, who should consider the present 
procedure, and who would be able to bring up a report to 
thecouncil, which would deal with agreat number of matters 
which were at present neither more nor Jess than a 

ositive scandal, dnd which urgently required mene: & 

he gentlemen upon the Legal Prosetare Committee really 
knew very little abont these matters. He would referonly 
to one—the power which was given to the masters, upon 
areference, to deal with the costs in any way they considered 
fit, which power was often exercised in a grossly unjust 
manner, and in a way that no jadge on the bench 
would ever think of, hen a judge thought proper to de- 
prive a plaintiff of his costs he acted upon some known prin- 
ciple, but, with the master, a plaintiff might recover a 
substantial verdict, and, notwithstanding, might be deprived 
of his-costs. Such a committee as he had suggested would 
point out reforms which only needed pointing out in order to 
be adopted. 


Mr. J. S. RuBinsrern: asserted that the amendment could 
lead to no practical result. There was a motion before them 
suggesting the ‘appointment of a Royal Commission, and the 
amendment requested the council to supportvany well-con- 
sidered measure having for its object the promotion of 
economy and expedition in litigation. The amendment was 
a reflection upon the council, and practically affirmed that 
they had not exerted themselves to carry into effect 
these necessary reforms, or to endeavour to bring about an 
improvement in legal procedure. He had prepared. an 
amendment, as follows :—“ That this meeting is of opinion 
that the 75th section of the Judizature Act, 1875, should be 
amended by providing for the adequate representation of soli- 
tors on the council constituted by such section, on the 
ground that their practical acquaintance with the ad. 
ministration of the law would enable them to render valuable 
assistance in carrying out the objects for which such council 
was appointed; and that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society should take such steps as they might deem 
expedient to effect such amendment.” A Royal Commission 
was appointed only for a particular work, and, when 
it had reported, there was an end of it. The legal 
procedure required reform, and a committee had been 
appointed, and would report ‘thereon, and there their 
fonctions would end. But the 75th section of the Judicature 
Act provided for an annual meeting of the Council of Judges 
to consider these matters, but, as a fact, that council 
tever met; stil], that ‘was no reason why they 
should not meet in the future. The fact that the 
Lord Chancellor had appointed a committee to consider 
questions which the Council of Jodges ought themselves to 
consider, appeared to him to be somewhat out of order when 
‘there was an actual statutory provision that the council 
should meet once a year to coneider'these very matters. He 
therefore, for that reason, would like.to propose his own 
‘amendment, and hoped Mr. Crowder would withdraw his 
with that object. ‘The opinion of the meeting might then be 
obtained upon a practical point. The president stated 
at the last meeting that the society at present ocoupied a 

ition of influence ‘such as probably they had not done 

ore, Asa practising solicitor he could not agree in this 
opinion. Even in thematter of the accommodation provided 
at the new Law Courts,the solicitor | was placed in ‘a wholly 
inferior position to’ that occupied by members of the bar. 
Splendid provision was made for ‘the accommodation and 
comfort of the barristers; whilst’ the solicitors were scarcely 








considered at a]] in the matter. That was not a proof of the 
influence they possessed. 

The PresipEent remarked, for the information of the meet- 
ing, that the council had been consulted with regard to the 
building, and a large committee of the council had met Mr. 
Street, and had asked for improved accommodation for solici- 
tors in the rooms, corridors, and library. Mr. Street had no 
authority to ‘give a definite answer to their application. The 
council had also been consulted with regard to the conveni- 
ence of solicitors in court, and as to the means of getting rid 
of the horrible “‘ well’? which existed, and they had 
been told that one of these days a smaller court and «large 
court would be fitted up experimentally, and they would be 
asked for suggestions with regard to it. He did not think it 
was correct to say that the solicitors had no voice as far as 
the subjectof the building was concerned. 

Mr. Cottrss could net see that the motion would cast any 
slur upon the council. Unfortunately the whole of the 
profession were not members of the society, and it did not, 
therefore, represent the entire profession. Every profession 
and trade bad its representative body, and ‘naturally looked 
to that body to make its views known. If the whole body of 
solicitors, and not only those who were members. of the 
society, were to present a petition to the society embodying 
their views, the voice of the solicitors as a profession could 
be made known to the House of Commons, and throughout 
the length and breadth of the land. Having referred to 
difficulties and delays which were experienced by solicitors 
in the transaction of business at the offices, he stated as his 
opinion that a Royal Commission would be productive of 
the utmost advantage to solicitors. They would be called 
upon to give evidence before it, and the working members 
would have an opportunity of making their views heard, and of 
pointing out where the shoe pinched, and also the reason why 
costs accumulated. It was by no fault of the solicitors that 
costs were so heavy ; it was simply the red tapeism of the 
law which was the cause of it, and which bound the solicitor 
fast. ‘They were unable to move hand or foot without the 
assistance of counsel, and the solicitors were liable for 
any defect of judgment, cr any error which might be con- 
strued into negligence or gross ignorance ; but if they simply 
employed counsel and gave him a guinea for hisopinion, they 
were relieved of the whole responsibility. Why should the 
solicitors accept a responsibility for a charge of 6s, 8d. when, 
by making their clients pay a@ guinea for the opinion of 
counsel, it was shifted on to someone else’s shoulders? . If 
solicitors were compelled to seek audience by the intervention 
of counsel, those: counsel should at least take a fair share-of 
the responsibility. If solicitors were allowed to address the 
court in the conduct of their own cases, he ventured to 
say that at least one half or three-fourths of the expense 
of litigation would be got rid of. He would not venture 
to impute any sordid motives to the members of the bar, 
bat many solicitors would vouch for it that in a great 
number of cases adjournments were permitted to take 
place which no solicitor would allow. And the result of 
this was that the unfortunate client had to pay for fresh 
briefing, and for bringing up witnesses again to give their 
evidence. These: were the matters which ought to be 
brought to the notice of the Royal Commission,so that they 
might be brought to understand what were the defecte 
which required remedying. They would never ascertain 
it from the mouths of the Legal Procedure Committee. 
As he understood it, that committee, which was formed 
for the purpose of making proposals for the alteration of 
legal ure, was composed almost entirely of that 
branch of the profession whose interest’ it was not to 
permit the views he had expressed to come before that 
public. It was incumbent, therefore, upon the —— 
that they should be properly represented upon com- 
mitttee, ond there ought to bea Royal Commission that 
their views might be made known. He did not find fault 
with the council; on the contrary, he was of opinion that 
the members owed them a debt a gratitude for leaving 
their business and attending to the affairs of the society. 
But the members wished them to lay their views before 
those who could find a remedy for the disadvantages 
under which they suffered. 

Mr. D, T. Mrnuer was firmly convinced that, neither at 
judges’ chambers, nor at the courts and offices, did ‘the 
solicitors receive the consideration to which they were en- 
tiled; but a strong line of demarcation was drawn 
between them and the bar, which it seemed to be 
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impossible to bridge over. The time had come when 
their position ought to be improved. Solicitors above 
all others knew best what reforms were required, and 
they ought to be consulted and their views ascertained 
in the matter. They were desirous that that un- 
deserved opprobrium which had clung to them for so long 
should be removed. No one would contradict for a single 
moment the first part of the motion, that it was the duty of 
solicitors to promote economy and efficiency in the adminis- 
tration of the law. Neither could anyone object to the soli- 
citor being fairly paid for the work he did; but thera was a 
much larger question which ought to be considered, which 
was the promotion, not only of their own interests, but of 
those of the great body of the public who was compelled to 
enter into litigation. The latter part of the amendment re- 
quested the council to support all well-considered measures 
tending to further these objects. He must take objection 
to that, because it went to imply that the council 
had not hitherto taken all well-considered measures 
with this view. He ventured to think that they had done 
all that lay in their power with this object. But the meet- 
ing were desirous of strengthening their hands. They did 
not wish to act in opposition to them, but to support them 
in their efforts. The passing of an abstract resolution with 
regard to the 75th section of the Judicature Act was not 
what the meeting wanted, for he would prefer that it should 
stand adjourned for a fortnight in order that the council 
might have an opportunity of considering the matter and of 
letting the members know how they could meet together as 
a body, and give expression to the views they entertained 
with regard to the different subjects which came before the 
profession and before Parliameat from time to time. The 
council would then become acquainted with the views of the 
whole body of their constituentsand would bave the advantage 
of their support, and they would receive a very viaible ac- 
cession of strength if some such process as he had sug- 
gested were adopted. It would enable them to go ‘to the 
Lord Chancellor, or the House of Commons, or the Govern- 
ment of the day with a very great deal more power than was 
at present the case. They would be able to urge that they 
were not only bringing forward their own opinion, but that 
of the whole great body of solicitors, and that this opinion 
was valuable, and they might impress upon them the desira- 
bility of giving effect to the views which were expressed, The 
effect would be that much greater attention would be paid 
to the representatives of the society, the wishes of the pro- 
fession would be made known, and great good would result, 
not only to them, but to the public at large. 

The Presipent remarked that Mr. Miller had to a 
certain extent invited the council to express an opinion, 
and he had prepared himself by speaking to some of the 
members of the council in order that he might make 
known to the meeting what that opinion was. It was to 
the effect that until the report of the Legal Procedure 
Committee was issued the subject could scarcely be 
properly discussed. The report might euggest everything 
that the meeting required or, on the other band, it might 
be very deficient. Woald it not be taking a common- 
sense view of affairs to wait until the report was presented ? 
He would promise the meeting that a copy of the report 
should be immediately sent to each member of the society, 
and that they should be asked to make suggestions upon 
it. The council had authorized him to pledge them that 
they would call an extraordinary meeting to consider it. 
He had no wish to stop the discussion, but as Mr. Miller 
had given him the opportunity by asking the question, he 
ventured to make known what the council had authorized 
him to promise. 

Mr. Mitter observed that his remarks had rot been 
confined to the report of the Legal Procedure Committee, 
bat there were other subjects he would like to see 
considered. or instance, there was the Bankruptcy Bill. 
That was a matter he would like to see discussed in the 
ball of the society. It affected » very great number of the 
members of the profession and of the public, and, there- 
fore, although he was exceedingly obliged to the president, 
what be bad suggested did not quite meet his views. 

The Parsipent remarked that the council had appointed 
& committee to consider the whole subject of the Bank- 
ruptey Bill. That committee had been very hard at work 
for the last siz months, ae he himself knew, for he had 
devoted much time to it. The suggestions which had 
been made by the committee had been laid before Mr. 





Chamberlain, and an interview had been bad with him 
upon the subject, and a draft report had been prepared 
by the committee. 

Mr. T. H. Devonsuire was very pleased at hearing what had 
fallen from the president, He thought it would bea 
plan to adjourn the meeting until the report of the Legal 
Procedure Committee had been presented, and leave it to 
council in the meantime to remain in communication with the 
committee with the object that solicitors might be ge ape! 
represented. If this course were adopted he would like the 
council to take some steps in order to ascertain what the 
views of the profession really were. The president had sug- 
gested a course which could not but be most acceptable to 
the meeting, but he would like the council to take steps 
to ascertain fully and clearly the views of solicitors, and 
particularly of those members of the profession who had to 
engage in the practical part of the work day by day, at 
the offices and at the courts, and who, from their own experi- 
ence, were in a position to point out what the defeots of the 
present procedure were, and who would be able probably to offer 
valuable suggestions as to remedies for the defects in question. 
The council could readily, if they thought it desirable, call 
before them any members of the solicitor branch of the pro- 
fession they might suppose to be more particularly qualified 
to furnish them with information upon the subject, and 
possibly it might be thought proper to adopt this course 
before calling a general meeting. It was very desirable 
that a general meeting should be convened, but it was 
extremely difficult to go into matters of detail or to take up 
particular points at a general meeting. He would suggest 
for the consideration of the council whether it would not be 
a good plan to have at least one general meeting yearly, in 
addition to the ordinary annual meeting. This would be 
likely to conduce to a more clear and complete understanding 
between the council and the members of the society being 
arrived at. 

Mr. J. Perry Goprrey observed that a great deal had 
been said with respect to the status of solicitors and their 


-reception in different places in connection with the carrying 


out of their professional work. ‘The meeting knew perfectly 
well that law emanated principally from the judges, assisted 
materially by the members of the bar and, in some instances, 
of the solicitor branch of the profession. If the judges 
and barristers had had, in the first instance, the ex- 
perience of the solicitors, they would better understand 
the procedure, and be able more readily to lay down regula- 
tions which would be of much better service than those 
handed down under the Judicature Act. He was not present 
at the last meeting, but he urged the members not to accept 
what acoording to the report in the Souicirors’ JOURNAL ap- 
peared to have been the result ofthat meeting. At thelast annual 
general meeting a resolutionwas passed to the effectthat the time 
had arrived for the council to seek ‘parliamentary legislation 
with the object of giving to solicitors the same facilities that 
were enjoyed by the bar at the present time. At the annual 
provincial meeting at Sheffield a similar resolution, but 
stronger in its terms, had been passed, because it was 
acknowledging the suggestion made by the council that it 
was their intention to bring a measure into Parliament with 
that object. The society had now arrived close upon its next 
annual meeting, and he believed communications had passed 
between the council and the Inns of Court, and that the 
council were inclined to accept the proposals of the Inns of 
Court—namely, that solicitors who had passed the prelimi- 
nary examination should be called to the bar upon passing 
the bar final examination, after having kept terms for one 
year. He would like to see the same advantages extended to 
solicitors as were given to the bar, which he believed would 
have the effect of raising the status of the solicitor branch to a 
much higher degree than anything else that could be done. 
From the president's address at Sheffield he inferred that the 
Inns of Court had returned a negative answer to the com- 
munications of the council, and the Inns of Court had re- 
turned no answer at all to their subsequent communication ; 
but now, at any rate, they seemed inclined to make a little 
concession; but he trusted the council would not accept any 
concession unless it was exactly similar to that which they 
had granted to the bar. The concessiens made by the Inns 
of Court applied only to those solicitors who kept terms for 
one yeat who had passed the Incorporated Luw Society's 

reliminary examination. That examination was instituted 
in 1865, therefore the senior members of the solicitor branch 
would be entirely shut out from the concession, and would 
have to pass a schoolboy’s examination before they could 
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derive any advantage from it. If the council were to adopt 


the measures suggested by the Ions of Court, they would ba 


acting unjustly towards the senior members of the branch of 
the profession to which they belonged. 


Mr. JossPH More thought it not unreasonable to require 
that a person should have passed the preliminary examina- 
tion, bat suggested that the objection which had beeu raised 
should be met by making the rule apply only to the future, 
and that it should not be retrospecive in its action. He 
thought that the mere fact of a person having already 
attained the status of a solicitor ought to be considered as a 
ong that the council, whose passport he was compelled to 

ld, had exercised sound judgment with regard to his 
fitness to be a member of the profession. In his opinion, a 
solicitor of ten years’ standing ought not to ba required to 
pass the bar final examination before he could practise as a 
barrister. 


Mr, S. J. Desennam thought there had been a great 
deal too much comparison of solicitors and barristers, aad 
it bad been said that solicitors did not occupy a proper 
position in the estimation of the public, or meet with proper 
attention at the courts of justice. He could not agree with 
the first part of that proposition, for at the present day a 
lawyer's letter had jast as much inflaence as it had fifty 
years since. He considered the solicitors held a very 
proper position in connection with the public, and were 
treated with proper respect and regard. With reference 
to their reception at the courts by the officials, he must 
say with respect to one class of those gentlemen, and that 
the highest, that no solicitor would voluntarily, if he 
could spare his managing clerk to take his place, go before 
4 judge in chambers, unless he knew what jadge was 
‘going to preside. Some of them made it a practice to 
oustantly snub the solicitor. But he had experienced no 
want of courtesy from the ioferior officers, and he thought 
this was a matter which depended very much upon the 
solicitors themselves. He had been informed by a friend 
that he had handled and seen a brief in an important 
action of trespass which had been delivered one hundred 
years since, and which was indorsed “ Her Majesty’s 
Attorney-General, four guineas, two guineas.” At that 
time solicitors’ fees were what they were at present, 
barristers’ fees were now what the meeting knew of. As 
regarded the remark that had been made to the effect 
that the council and the society did not represent the 
solicitor branch of the profession, he could not consider 
it justified or well founded, because it was said that the 
majority of the profession did not belong to it. All that 
could be said was that the profession did not represent 
‘the society, not that the society did not represent the 
profession. It wasa part of the profession, and perhaps 
the most important part, and he did not kaow what better 
could be done than to leave its constitution as itwas. The 
‘meeting would be quite safe in leaving the subject in the 
hands of the council, who seemed inclined to do the best 
they could for solicitors, 


Mr. Kiser was desirous of withdrawing his motion in 
consequence of the remarks which had been made by the 
president, and of moving that the meeting should adjourn 
to another day. It was exceedingly desirable that the 
discussion of the objects the meeting bad in view should 
be kept alive, as it was at present, in the eyes of the 
public, He had received several congratulatory letters 
from members of Parliament expressing their pleasure 
that the meeting had been called ; and he was sure those 
gentlemen felt that the Legal Procedure Committee, as at 
Present constituted, was not a publio advantage. As for 
the argument which Mr. Orowder had advanced that the 
Solicitor branch had arrived at a crisis, he would only 
say that it would never do to pass a resolution daring a 
Crisis, and such a resolution as that proposed, which simply 
“expressed an abstract idea. The publio would at once 
‘say, “ You have a fine opportunity, what are you going to 
do with it?” This crisis should be taken very seriously 
into consideration, An opportunity had presented itself 
such as the solicitors never had offered to them before, 
and if they failed to make uso of it they would deserve 
‘to remain under the stigma which the pablio and the 
Press seemed to be delighted to caet upon them. 

The Prestpenr remarked that if Mr. Kimber would with. 
draw his motioa by leave of the meeting, then Mr. Crowder’s 





amendment would be before them as a sabstaat.va motion 
and Mr. Kimber could move the adjournment. 


Mr. Crowper observed that the remarks bota of Mr. 
Kimber aud the chairman went to carry out what the meet- 
ing were desirous of obtaining. He was desirous that the 
meeting would not rush too hastily into any action as the 
might upset everything, He would not allow his amend- 
ment to stand in the way if Mr. Kimber withdrew his 
— and the president’s suggestions were carried into 
effect. 

Mr. Krper thought that if the motion and amendment 
were withdrawn the influence of th: meeting would be lost, 
and the public would naturally ask what they had mst about 
and what they had been discussing. If they withdrew-the 
motion and amendment they would be in a state of vacuam. 

‘The Prestpent said they would be a state of vacuum 
until after the issue of the report of tha Legal Procedure 
Committee. 

Mr. J. E. Fox felt certain that no one intendzt t> blame 
the council. The feeling was that solicitors could not 
continue to hear the opprobrium which was heaped upon 
them by the outside public. Now that an opportunity pre- 
sented itself, something should be done with it. Solicitors 
did not occupy the same position, nor were they treated with 
the same respect as were the members of the bar. His 
experience of judges’ chambers was, however, that there, of 
all places, the solicitor was treated as a gentleman. The 
judge himself treated the solicitor properly and he was so 
treated by the officials in the presence of the judge. It 
would be a great injustice to the solicitor branch if the 
council were to adopt the suggestions of the Inns of Court. 
Their ranks had been thrown open to the members of the 
bar. What benefit had been derived from this that solicitors 
should accept from the Inns of Court anything less in 
return? The blame for the heavy costs of litigation which 
was thrown upon the solicitors should be properly placed on 
the shoulders of the barristers. They took the fees; but 
did they do the work? And were they liable in any way, 
as was the case with the solicitor, for neglect? Certainly 
not, This was the favlt of the solicitors themselves in 
some measure. ‘The council had done their duty, but 
the solicitors had not opened their mouths to assist in 
the work. He asserted that the solicitor and the barrister 
ought to be placed on the same footieg. The solicitor was 
in every way as well qualified to conduct his case as was 
the barrister, and ought to have an opportunity of doing so if 
it was the wish of his client. He did not say that he should 
be allowed to go against the wish of his client in the matter. 

Mr. C. A. Berra thought that the subject had been 
thrashed out and moved the previous question, but was ruled 
out of order by the president, there being an amendment 
already before the meeting. 

Mr, F. R. Parker asked the president, as representing 
the council, to say whether they would object to a committee 
being appointed from the members of the society for the pur- 

of receiving and considering suggestions on the various 
points which had been diseas:ed at the meeting and then 
communicate them to the council? They would then have 
before them the views of those who had not yet had an 
opportunity of being heard, and the council would be able to 
receive a digest of these suggestions before acting upon th»m, 
and so be able to take some proper step which might seem 
right as regarded the matter. He certainly was of opiaioa 
that the solicitor branch was not adequately represented 
on the Legal Procedure Committee. He could not believe 
that a committee which was empowered to regulate common 
law, chancery, probate, and perhaps bankraptcy practice 
could be properly constituted when there were only two 
solicitors upon it. They were entitled to a larger represen- 
tation and ought to have it. He very much wished the 
council would meet the members more frequently and give 
them an opportunity of expressing their views, and he 
thought the council would be able to speak with greater 
authority if this were the case. He ~— mention an 
instance which bad struck him forcibly, The council pre- 
sented a petition to Parliament with regard to the abolition 
of the Chief Justiceship of the Common Pleas and the olfice 
of Chief Baron of the Exchequer, That memorial was put 
forward as the memorial of the Incorporated Law Society of 
the United Kingdom, but he believed it never came ve bad 
the members or beyond the doors of the council rom. If 
rumour spoke truly, it was a memorial of a majority of the 
council, not the unanimous memorial of the whole, 
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The Prestpant stated that, as a matter of fact, the 
memorial was unanimous. 

Mr. Parker said that in that case the statement which had 
appeared in the public papers ought to have been corrected. It 
went forth to the public at large as ‘the memorial of the 
society, whilst it certainly was the memorial of the council 
alone. One subject he would more icularly ‘mention, 
which affected greatly those solicitors who had to deal with 
election business, There was a Bill before Parliament 
which had for its object the reforming of the whole practice 
of elections, and the question that affected them was that 
of the privilege of solicitors, whetherit existed or not, and 
whether it ought to exist or not. The commissioners had 
stated that there was no such thing as privilege of aay sort 
with them, and that solicitors were not exempt from this 
roling. He had been advised by counsel that this was not 
the case, and that the privilege of solicitors undoubtedly 
existed. Ifa client hada petition presented against him, it 
was obvious that it was necessary for him to tell the whole 
truth to his solicitor, who would also have to ascertain what 
evidence it was necessary to produce, How could this be 
done if the solicitor was liable to be compelled to repeat 
what the witnesses had told him ? In all other matters the 
client relied on the communications which passed between 
him and the solicitor being absolutely secret, and not to be 
divulged ; but under the Bill, solicitors were to be compelled 
to make’known before commissioners that which they had 
learned in their professional character. Again, any solizitor 
who happened to be scheduled in the commission, and found 
guilty of bribery, could not be deprived of his vote until he 
had had an opportunity of being heard in answer to the 
charge, but, supposing him to be an election agent, he could 
not, for seven years, engage in the slightest election business, 
whether he was guilty or not. He had no notice of the 
charge and no opportunity of being heard, but, if he was 
scheduled, the consequences he had referred to immediately 
followed. As an individual member of the society he 
thought they were much indebted to Mr. Kimber for the 
trouble he had taken in bringing forward this discussion. ~ 

Mr. RupixsTeIN, having regard tothe remarks that had 
been made by the president, moved that the meeting do 
adjourn to another day to be setiled by the council. 

Mr. Kuweer was willing to accede to this course, upon the 
distinct understanding that the report should be circulated 
amongst the members as soon as it was received, in order 
that they might have an opportunity of making suggestions 
upon it. 

The PrestDENT thought he was in a position to pledge 
the council as to this. The only question was one of time. 
The council would have to receive the suggestions before 
fixing the time of meeting. The latest information the 
council had with regard to the report was that the com- 
mittee would have at least two more meetings, and that the 
report was not yet even in draft. That was about a week 
ago and was authoritative. 

Mr. Forp urged that the meeting should come to some 
moderately reasonable resolution recognizing the valuable 
services which had been rendered by the council, and at 
the same time recognizing the feeling of the meeting that the 
suggestions made ought to be carried out, and the sooner 
the better. The president had given them a very valuable 
assurance, for which they were very much iadebted. He 
had told them that, as soon as the report was issued, he 
would send a copy to every member of the society, and that 
they would be summoned together in special meeting to 
consider and deal with the report. It appeared to him that 
almost every question brought forward to-day might be 
considered deliberately with the report before them. He 
urged them not to adjourn without coming to a resolution, 
or they would be told that they had talked for two days and 
bad done nothing, and that they had simply made a mistake 
by calling the meeting before the report of the Legal Pro- 
cedure Committee had been issued. He would have liked 
them to have passed the following resolution :—“ That this 
meeting, in view of the statements made by the president, 
expresses satisfaction at the recent efforts made by the 
governing body of the society to secure a reduction in thé 
cost of litigation and to simplify the process of law, and 
urges the council to continue its labours in order to reform 
those defects in legal procedure of which ‘solicitors of 
the Supreme Court, as practical lawyers, are the best 


judges. 
Mr. R. Tcpp seconded the motion for the adjournment, 
and thought it would be a great mistake to act hastily. Mr. 





Kimber’s motion had been pretty well dealt with by the 
various speakers; and Mr. Crowder’s amendment ought tot 
to be passed because it cast a slur upon the council, ‘Th. 
president had promised that they should be called 

again, and the members would be acting wisely in accept; 
the offer.of the council. If they did not do so, they w 
have no right to complain if the council modified their course 
hereafter. 

Mr. E. W. Hates did not know that anyone could 
point to a single Act of Parliament which had been carried 
on a resolution of a Royal Commission. If the: solicitors 
were desirous of getting any Acts of Parliament passed in 
their favour, they could only do so by pressure. They had 
plenty of power if they chose to exercise it, and it wasno 
use to wait for support from anyone else. Public ‘opinion. 
was ripe for'the admission of solicitors to the bar, and if 
they, as solicitors, insisted upon this point, they would obtain 
it, but if they idled about with Royal Commissiors they 
would get nothing. If the meeting decided to adjourn, 
some steps should be taken to bring the matter before the 
public, either by articles in the newspapers or by some other 
means. 

Mr. Ixpermavr strongly objected, after they had met 
twice.and turned the hall into a debating room, to separating 
without coming to a resolution. That would be to a certain 
extent to cast a slur on the council. Some reasonable reso. 
lution ought to be passed, expressing their confidence in the 
council and their wish to strengthen their hands. It would 
be absurd to adjourn the meeting with a resolution like that 
of Mr. Kimber’s upon the paper, and to bring it forward 
when the report of the Legal Procedure Committee had been 
issued. A fresh meeting ought to be held. 


Mr, Miner observed that if the meeting were adjourned 
as the president had suggested, they would simply have 
before them at some future time the report of the Legal 
Procedure Committee, and the subjects which had been 
referred to, and which were not included in the matters to 
be deliberated upon by the committee, would not be con- 
sidered. He would have liked to have heard from the 
council whether some method could not be devised by which 
the various opinions which had been expressed with regard 
to the relation of the two branches of ‘the profession, and 
other matters, should have fuller and further discussion, so- 
that they might arrive at something tangible. At present 
they proposed to separate without doing anything at all. 

The PrestpenT remarked that the annual meeting would 


be held on the 8th of July, and anyone was at liberty to 
suggest what he pleased at that meeting, and that would be- 
the best time for considering general subjects. If it were 
deemed necessary, the council would call an extraordinary 
meeting for the same day and hour as the annual meeting 
toconsider the report of the committee, in order that there 
might be no delay. 

The motion for the adjournment was carried, and the 
proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the presi- 
dent, moved by Mr. Krmzer and seconded by Mr, Munrov.. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, May 24.—Mr. Bower in the chair. —Messrs. J. H.. 
Grant, J. W. B. Stanley, and Mr. T. O. Jackson were elec- 
ted members. The report of the committee appointed on 
the 5th of April last to consider the rules of the society 
was laid before the meeting, and it was resolved that the 
proposed new rules annexed tosuch report be printed for 
circulation prior to the discussion to be held thereon, The 
society then proceeded with the discussion of the question 
appointed for debate: ‘* Does the trustee of a bankrupt lessee 
estop himself from disclaiming the lease by severing and 
selling the fixtures? ’’ Mr. Green opened the debate in the 
affirmative, and a discussion followed, in which Messrs. Bir- 
kett, Kirk, Fox, and Neale took part. Mr. Green then re- 
plied, and the president having summed up, the question was- 

ut to the ting and decided in the negative, Next 
uesday, the 31st inst., a debate, to be opened by Mr, Mun-: 
ton, on the Goveroment Bankruptcy Bill will take place. 
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Mr. E. H. Biecrn, solicitor, of 61, Ch ‘y-lane, and 80, 
Delancy-street, Gloucester-gate, Regent’s-park, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknow- 
ledgments of Married Women for the County of Middlesex, 
and also for the Cities of London and Westminster. 


Mr. Jonn Gorrie, Chief Justice of Fiji, has received the 
honoor of Knighthood. Sir John Gorrie was admitted a 
member of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in 1856. 
He was appointed Substitute-Procureur and Advocate- 
General in Mauritius in 1869, and in the following year he 
became a puisne judge for that colony. He has been Chief 
Justice of Fiji since 1876. 

Mr. Grirriru Davirs Dew, solicitor, of Llangefni and 
Menai Bridge, Anglesey, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for the County of Anglesey. 





Mr. James EnGELtL, solicitor, of Kingston, bas been ' 


appointed Clerk to the Thames Ditton School Board. Mr. 


Edgell was admitted a solicitor in 1867, and is clerk to | 


the Kingston Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
and the Rural Sanitary Authority, aud superintendent 
registrar for the district. 

Mr. Grirrith Houmpurey Puen Evans, barrister, has 
been appointed an additional Member of the Council of the 
Governor-General of India. Mr. Evans is the son of Mr. 
John Evans, of Lovesgrove, Cardiganshire. He was formerly 
scholar of Lincoln College, Oxford, where he graduated third 
class in classics in 1862, and he was called to the bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1867. 

Mr. Freperick JAmes F £cGen, barrister, has-been created 
a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath. Mr. Fegen 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1869. 
He is a member of the Western Circuit, and he is Naval 
Counsel to H.R.H. the Duke of Edinburgh. 


Mr. Gzorce Freperick Gray, solicitor, of 80, Ludgate 
Hill, has bee: appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicatare. 

Mr. Henry Letanp Harrison, barrister, has been ap- 

inted to act'as Commissioner of Police at Calcutta. Mr, 

arrison was educated at Westminster and at Christ Church, 
Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1870, and he has been a member of the 
Bengal Civil Service since 1860. 

Mr. RicHarp Nicuoras Howarp, solicitor, of Weymouth 
and Portland, has been appointed a Magistrate for the 
Borough of Weymouth. Mr. Howard was, for some time, 
one of the borough aldermen, and he is now serving the 
office of mayor for the second time. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1855, and he is one of the coroners for the county 
of Dorset, and clerk to the Portland Local Board. 


Mr. James MacponaLp has been appointed Chief 
Justice of the Province of Nova Scotia. 

Mr. Jonn Tuomas MarsnHatt, solicitor, of Devizes 
and Marlborongb, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 

Mr. Cuartzs Litury, Chief Justic of Queensland, has re- 
ceived the honour of Knighthood. Sir C. Lilley was called to 
the barat Brisbane in 1861. He was for several years a 
puisne judge of the Supreme Court of the colony, and he was 
appointed Chief Justice of Queensland in 1878. 

Mr. Hersert Joun Lioyp, solicitor, of Carmarthen and 
Haverfordwest, has been appointed Registrar of the Car- 
marthen County Court and District Registry (Circuit No. 
81), to act jointly with the present registrar, Mr. Jeremiah 
Walter Lloyd, Mr. H. J. Lloyd was admitted a solicitor in 
1865, and has been for several years registrar of the Haver- 
fordwest County Court, but has now ceased to practise at 
Haverford west. 

Mr. Wrt1am Henry Powstt, solicitor (of the firm of 
Powell & Browett), of Birmingham, has been appointed 
Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknowledgements 
of Deeds by Married Women, in and for the County of 
Warwick, 

Mr. James Prenperoast, Chief Justice of New Zea- 
land, bas received the honour of Knighthood, Sir J. Pren- 
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and was educated at St. Paul’s School and at Queen’s 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1849. He- 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Kaster Term, 
1856. He was Attorney-General of New Zealand from 
1865 till 1875, when he was appointed Chief Justice of the 
colony, 

Mr. Joun Wittiams RanDALL, solicitor (of the firm of 
Brundrett, Randall, & Govett), ‘of 10, King’s Bench-walk, . 
Temple, bas been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women 
for the County of Middlesex and the Cities of London and. 
Westminster. 

Mr. THomas Ress, solicitor, of Cowbridge, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Gla ‘ire 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women. 

Mr. Wittram Jonnston Ruircure, Chief Justice of the 
Dominion of Canada, has received the honour of Knighthood. - 
Sir W. Ritchie was born in 1813, He was‘called to the bar 
in New Brunswick in 1838, and he was created a Queen’s 
Counsel for that colony in 1854. He'became a puisne judge 
in New Branswick in 1855, Chief Jus:ice of the colony in 
1865, a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of the Dominion 
of Canada in 1875, and Chief Justice of Canada in 1879. 

Mr, Witt1AM WarreEN StrReetTeN, Chief Justice of Sierra 
Leone, has been appointed a Companion of the Order of 
St. Michael and St. George. The Chief Justice was educated 
at Tunbridge School. He was called to the bar at Lincoin’s- 
inn, in Trinity Term, 1857, and he formerly practised in the 
Court of Chancery. He was Queen’s Advocate for the West 
African Settlements from 1874 till 1880, when he was ap- 
pointed Chief Justice of Sierra Leone, 

Mr. Wrtt1am CHaRLEs Wess, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed to act as Revenue Judge and Chiet Presidency Magis- 
trate at Bombay. Mr. Webb was called to the bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1868, and he is Government Pro- 
fessor at the Law School at Bombay. 

Mr, Cnagtes WAvE WELBY, solicitor, of Nottingham, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Counties 
of Notts and Derby and County of the Town of Nottingham... 

Mr. Rogert WIxtcockK, solicitor, of Wolverbampton, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Conrt of Judicature. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Henry Ricw#arD CoppEen Danson and CHarLes KEMBLE, 
solicitors, 17a, Sweeting-street, Liverpool (Danson &. 
Kemble). May 18, [ Gazette, May 20, 1881.] 


Mitton Braprorp and Isaac Fartsu, the younger, solici-- 
tors, 70, Queen Victoria-street, London, and Brampton, Cume-- 
berland (Bradford & Farish). May 20. 

[Gazette, May 24, 1881.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CompantEs. 
Luoirep ry CHANCERY. 

Dinas Duv State Quarrizs Company, Lrurrep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented May 16, directed to be heard before the 
M.R,, on May 28. Chinnery and Co, Fenchurch st, agents for 
Mason, Chester, solicitor for the petitioner : 

Enrigtp Stup anp Race Covurss Company, Liurrsp.—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 3, directed to be heard before the 
M.R., on May 14. Rumney, Walbrook, solicitor for the petitioner 

GarweErRN State Quarry Company, Luurrap.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented May 12, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, 
on May 27. Gregory, Rowcliffes, and Co, Bedford row, agents 
for Davies, Dolgelly, solicitor for the petitioner 

Txorr’s GawpEer Hatt Cotugems, Liurrep.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before June 21, to send their names and addresses 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to Thomas Young 
Strachan, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. July 1 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

ivaszette, May 20,] 

Avstrattan Maat Comeany, Lucrrep.—Creditors who have not 
already been allowed as creditors are required, on or before Oct 
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17, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their 
debts or claims to William Westcott, Coleman st. Oct 31 at 12 is 

_ appointed for hearing and adjudicating on any debts or claims 
which shall be so sent in 

‘BreMInGHaM aNxD Mipianp Countries Layp anv INVESTMENT 
Association, Lrwitzp.—By an order made by the M.R., dated 
May 14, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above association be continued. Robinson and Co, Lincoln’s inn 
fields, agents for Fitter, Birmingham 

‘Corres Pustic Hovusss Nationat Society, Limrrep.—By an order 
made 5 Bek Hall, dated May 13, it was ordered that the above 
society be wound up. Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s church yd, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

-Hornsza Steam Brick anp Tink Worxs, Lrurrep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented May 23, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Bacon, on June 3. Maude, Gt Winchester st bldgs, agent for 
Webster and Styring, Sheffield, solicitors for the petitioners 

-Manuracturgers’ Firg Insurance Comeany, Lrurrep.—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 23, directed to be heard before 
Fry,}J, on June 3. Wynne and Son, Chancery lane, agents for 
Brabner and Court, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 

-Msrropouitay awp SuBurBAN Steam Launpry Comvany, LIMItsp. 
—By an order of the M.R., dated May 14, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Barker, Bedford row, solicitor for 

_the petitioners 

Norru-Westzrn Ratrway or Monte Vinzo Company, Lrwirep.— 
Petition for winding up, presented May 19, directed to be heard 
before V.C. Hall, on June 3. Andrew, Clement’s lane, solicitor 
for the petitioners 

(Gazette, May 24.] 
Unurirep in CHANCERY, 

OLDFIELD-zoaAD Loan Socrery.—Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore June 17, to send their names and addresses and the particu- 
gh tong = or claims to George Alfred Packwood, Hampson 

|, Salford. y lat 11 is appointed for hearing and adjudicatin 
upon the debts and claims esis . Spel 
[ Gazette, May 20.] 


Farenpiy Socretres Dissotvep. 
CRICKHOWELL TrapEsMEN’s Socrzty, Britannia Inn, Crickhowell, 
Brecnock. Muy 14 
[ Gazette, May 20.| 





OBITUARY. 


THE RIGHT HON. WILLIAM PATRICK ADAM. 


The Right Hon. William Patrick Adam, Governor of 
Madras, died at Ootacamund, from enteritis, on the 24th inst. 
Mr. Adam was the eldest son of Admiral Sir Charles Adam, 


K.C.B., and was born in 1823. He was educated at Eton, 
and at Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1849. He practised 
for a short time on the Home Circuit and at the Kent Sessions, 
and he afterwards spent five years in India as private 
secretary to Lord Elphinstune, when Governor of Bombay. 
In 1859, he was elected M.P. for Clackmannanshire in 
the Liberal interest, and he held the seat for twenty-one 
years. He was for several years one of the whips of 
the Liberal party, and he was twice a Lord of the Treasury. 
In Angust, 1873, Mr, Adam was appointed Chief C om- 
missioner of Works and Pablic Buildings and Paymaster- 
General, and was sworn in as a member of the Privy 
Council, but he retired with his party in the following 
February, and resumed the post of whip. During six 
years in Opposition he rendered valaable services to the 
Liberal party, and did much to secure its victory at the 
last general election, and be was very popular with his 
political opponents. In April, 1830, he resumed the office 
of Chief Commissioner of Works and Public Buildings, 
but in the following October he was appointed Governor of 
Madras. During his short tenure of office Mr. Adam had 
become very popular throoghout the Madras Presidency. 
The climat< bad a prejadicial influence upon him, and revived 
a disease of old standing. Mr. Adam was married to the 
daughter of General Sir William Wylie, K.C.B. 


MR. JOHN TAYLOR. 


Mr, John Taylor, solicitor, clerk of the peace for the 
city of Bath, died at that place on the 17th inst. Mr. 
Taylor was the youngest son of the late Mr. William 
Joshua Wendy Taylor, and was born in 1799. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1822, and he bad practised for 
nearly sixty years at Bath, He was formerly in part- 
nership with Mesers. William Wykeham Kingeton & John 
Kemp. At later date he was associated with Mr. Isaac 
Williams ; but more recently be had carried on business 
alone. He was & perpetual commissioner for Somerset- 


shire, and he had very extensive private practice. Ia 





=e 
1837, on the first grant of a Court of Quarter Sessions to 
Bath, he was appointed clerk of the peace for the city, 
and be was also clerk to the magistrates for the Bath 
Division of Somersetshire. Mr. Taylor was highly re. 
speoted by all classes at Bath, and his death has caused g 
feeling of general regret. 


ee 
MR. ALFRED BARRATT. 

Mr. Alfred Barratt, barrister, died on the 18th inst. Mr, 
Barratt was born in 1848. He was educated at Rugby, and 
he was formerly scholar of Balliol College, Oxford, where he 
graduated in 1866, having obtained the unprecedented dig, 
tinction of a treble first (classics, mathematics, and law aud 
modern history). He was afterwards elected fellow of 
Brasenose College, and in 1870 he obtained the Eldon Lay 
Scholarship. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn, 
and pr ctised in the Chancery Division and in the Lancashire 
Palatine Court. Only a few months ago Mr, Barratt was 
appointed one of the secretaries to the Oxford University 
Commission, and his industry and energy had enabled him 
to render most valuable aid in the labours of that body. 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Brsvers, Joszern, Barnsley, York, Bleacher. June 20. Briggsy 
Beevers, Fry, J. Badger, Rotherham 

Cuatsury, Mary Crarissa, West Halton, Lincoln. June 24. Ste 
venson v Parkin, V.C. Hall, Alderson and Co, Eckington, Chester. 
field 

Hives, CHar.Es Jonn, Dover, Esq. 
J. Darley, John st, Bedford row 

Harcusr, Danret GeorGe, St Denys, Southampton, Yacht Builder. 
June 8. Olney v Hyde, V.C. Bacon. Perkins, Southampton 

InGram, GeorGE, Uppingham, Rutland, Gent. June 6, Hopkinsy 
Wright, M.R. Parker, Bedford row 

Kite, Jouw Ricwarp, Kingsland rd, Hackney, Moneylender, June 
4. Gibbs v Kite, V.C. Hall. Ashley, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Prarson, Witt1AM, Newcastle on Tyne, Merchant. June 11. Harvey 
v Beldon, M.R. Joel, Newcastle on 'T'yne 

READE, Eviza ANN, West Derby, Lancaster. 
Reade, M.R. Cooper, Liverpool 

Scarxott, Jason, Poole, Innkeeper, 
M.R. Trevanion, Poole 

WittraMs, Josern WiLt1AM, Worcester, Glove Manufacturer, June 
14. Corbett v Pike, V.C. Bacon. Smiles, Bedford row 

Witsoyx, James Tomas Kerstaxe, Exeter, Licensed Victualler, 
June 18, Wilson v Wilson, Fry, J. Vine, Exmouth 

LGazetle, May 13.) 


June 10, Hives v Hives, Fry, 


June 10, Salthousey 


June 10, Scarrott v Baynton, 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

Anprew, James, Ashton-under-Lyne, Farmer, 
and Bottomley, Ashton-under-Lyne 

BarBer, Farrvess, Rastrick, York, Solicitor. 
house 

Botam, Saran, Durham, Farmer. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Campton, Francis, North Thoresby, 
Bell and Ingoldby, Louth 

Dames, Jonn LonGwortn, South Molton, 
Crosse and Co, South Molton 

Dixon, WitiiaM, Little Ryle, Northumberland, Farmer, June 15. 
Middlemas, Alnwick 

Eve, WittramM. June 25, 

Fawcett, Henry, 
Bickers, Tadcaster v 

Gautwey, Constant Guacr, The Common, Woolwich, July 1% 
Bartlett, Arthur st West, London Bridge 

Goopwin, Josern, Billinge-stead-Rainow, Chester, Farmer. June 
11. Mair and Co, Macclesfield 

Govtp, Jonn, Charlotte st, Bedford sq, Esq., F.R.S. 
Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Greenuacen, Ricuaxp, Bolton, Lancaster, Gent. 
and Haslam, Bolton 

Haven, Groratna Canouine, Bloemfontein, Orange Free State, 
South Africa, June 24. Williams 

Hewpenson, Many, Skinner st, Stockton on-Tees, 
Stockton-on-Tees 

Hinpvsy, Samven, Broadwater Down, Tunbridge Wells, Esq. July 
5. Oliver, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Houpsurr, James Micnaun, Howley pl, Maida Vale, Esq. June 
15. Boxall and Boxall, Chancery lgne 

Hoorun, Catneuine, Green Park, Bath, 
Bloomsbury sq 

Ivesow, Tuomas, Wigton, Cumberland, Cattle Dealer. 
Benson, Wigton 

Junxiy, Wiittam, Plymouth, Lodging House Keeper. 
Derry, Plymouth 

Jones, Davin, Ruabon, July 9. 
Oswestry 


June 26. Darnton 


July 1, Oliver, Brig- 
Clayton and Gibson, 


July 7. 


July 1. 
Lincoln, Farmer. 
Devon, Gent. June 24 


Ackland and Son, Saffron Walden 


Barwick-in-Elmet, York, Maltster, July 1 


July L 
June 20. Ryley 


Junel. Draper, 


June 17, Emmet and Co, 
June 7, 
June %, 


Denbigh, Innkeeper. Jones 
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Txowas, Birmin Baker. July 6. c 
Jonzs, ema gham, ly 6. Whateley and Co, 
6, Epmunp, James Arm: 2 20, 
Krve, | ik he st, Haymarket, y Contractor. June 
Janepon, Cuarzs, Exeter, Hotel Proprietor. June 25. Huggins, 


Psyor, AL¥RED Reeinaxp, Baldock, Herts, . June l4. Ingram 
inns oe 


Rzapz, Hagriorr Exvizasztu, Bath. July 1. Inman and Inman, 


Rzw, Hveu, Fell st, Cheapside, Merchant, June 30. Phelps and 
Co, ange: oe st . ra 

Rostron, WiLi1Am, Lower Darwen, Lancaster, Paper Manufacti 
June 10. Costeker, Over Darwen ve nee 

Scriven, Joun, Quarry Bank, Stafford, Publican, June3. Homer, 
Brierley hill 

SronzHaM, Davip, Rotherhithe,Barge Builder. July14. Farnfleld, 


TgrRY, JAMES, jun, Margate, Timber Merchant. June 24. Cordwell, 
Moorgate st 
Panes, Francks Saran, Gordonsq. June 15. Twist and Sons, 
oven: 
Vernon, Etizasretn, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Atkinson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


WATERMAN, Ricuarp, Calne, Wilts, Retired Tradesman. June 7. 
Henly, Calne 
[ Gazette, May. 17.] 


June 30, Stanton and 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
MAY 19.~BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bity.—Bradford Water and Improvement. 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Stolen Goods (referred to Select Committee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Dagenham Dock, Metropolitan and 
District Railways (City Lines and Extensions). 

MAY 20.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitts.—St. Jobn’s Hospital, Bedford ; London 
City Commissioners of Sewers (Artizans’ Dwellings), Great 
Northern Railway. 

Bridges (South Wales). 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Elementary Education Provisional Order Confirmation 
(Clay Lane). 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitt.—St. Helen’s and District ‘Tramways, 

MAY 23.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brtits.—Holland (Parts of) and Sutton Bridge 
Water, Ipswich Tramways. 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law), 
Bridges (South Wales). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Gosport Street Tramways (Extensions), 
London and North-Western and Midland Railways (Market 
Harborough, &o.), Cleator avd Workington Janction Rail- 
way, Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, Eastbourne 

ater, West Lancashire Railway, Alnwick Gas. 
WElementary Education Provisional Order Confirmation 
(Clay Lane), Inclosure Provisional Orders (Scotton 
and Ferry Common), Commons Regulation Provisional 
Order (Langbar Moor), Commons Regulation Provisi- 
onal Order (Beamsley Moor), Metropolitan Commons 
Supplemental, Inclosure Provisional Order (Wibsey Slack 
and Low Moor Commons). 

BILL READ A FiRST TIME. 

Bill to Extend the Provisions of the Act of 1843 relating 
to the Arrest of Fugitive Offenders in Different Parts of 
the United Kingdom and the Colonies (the Lord Chan- 
cellor). 

MAY 24.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitts.— Matlock Water, Southport and Cheshire 
Lines Extension Railway. 

BILL IN COMMITTEE, 

Charitable Trusts (passed through Committee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Privatr Bitis.—Kiog’s Lynn Dook, West Ham Local 
Board, Goole and District Gas and Water. 

Looal Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law), Bridges 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MAY 19.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTe Brtis.—Edmonton Local Board, Rosebush and 
Fishguard Railway, Ruthin and Cerrig-y-Druidion Railway... 


MAY 20.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bitt.—Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway. 


MAY 23.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PrivaTE Bitts.—Caterham Springwater, Greene’s Patent, . 
Witham Drainage, Colne and Marsden Local Board. 


BILL IN COMMITTEE, 
Land Tax Commissioners. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brtis.—Bristol Docks, Dadley and Oldbury 
Junction Railway, Greenwich Dock and Railway, Kingston-- 
upon-Hull Corporation (Loans, &.), North British and 
Montrose and Bervie Railway Companies, Penarth Har- 
bour, Dock, and Railway, South London Tramways, 
Southwark and Deptford Tramways. 


MAY 24.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Birmingham, 
Tame, and Rea, &c.), Tramways Orders Confirmation 
(Nos. 1, 2, and 3). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTE Brru.—Swanage Railway. 


MAY 25.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME, 
Lunecy Law Amendment. 


BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Newspapers. 
BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Consolidate the Law of Parliamentary Elections. 
and Corrupt Practices therein (Mr. Hardcastle). 
Bill to Amend the Freshwater Fisheries Act, 1878 (Mr. 
Stuart Wortley). 








LEGAL NEWS. 





With reference to the remarks of Mr. Woodforde, the 
judge of the Derby County Court, on the taxation of bank-- 
ruptcy costs by county court registrars, Mr. G. H. Weller, 
the registrar of the Derby County Court, has addressed a 
letier to a local journal, in which ke says, ‘‘ Mr. Woodforde 
has by some incomprehensible error misled the whole of the 
Derby Press. He called my attention to the speech of Mr. 
“Wilson, and requested me to look into the matter. I 
immediately communicated with Mr. Wilson and ascertained 
the case he referred to was Re Sturgess, a matter twelve 
months old. I had other correspondence with that gentle- 
man, but, to cut a long story short, I reported thereon to 
the judge in substance that the assets consisted principally 
of mortgaged property, and realized altogether £249 7s. 3d. 
Thereout the trustee paid to the secured creditor £149 6s. 6¢., 
and to other preferential creditors £20 17s. 3d., a 
total of £170 3s. 9d., leaving a balance of £79 Ss. 6d. 
From this sum the costs of selling and conveying the mort- 
gaged property had to be deducted, and as the debtor’s 
heirship title had to be proved, and there was also a question 
of dower, &c., these expenses were heavy, and the 
auctioneer’s charges (including a sale of furniture and effects) 
being added, reached £44 18s. 7d. The costs of the liquida- 
tion, whizh were exceptionally heavy (there were five 
creditors restrained), amounted to £29 15s, 9d., leaving 
£4 9s, 7d. to meet the charges of receiver and trustee, &c. 
Now, as £170 3s, 9d. was paid to creditors, how Mr. 
Woodforde made out that £245 was spent in ex- 
penses passes my comprehension. My 7 was 
in writing and a full one, with figures, but being 
unable to attend in his court owing to my being 


the same time, I wrote to Mr. Woodforde an explanatory 
letter so as to prevent the possibility of mistake, and 
expressed my willingness to attend in his court if he 
required further information. He did not send for me. 
For the information of your general readers, unlearned 
in legal matters, I may say that the costs in bankruptey, 
like the costs of sale and conveyance of freebold estate, 
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whether the estate be worth £50 or £500, are, with the 
exception of the ad valorem stamps, much the same, and of 
course appear proportionately to be very heavy on small 
estates, but it must not be fo that the same work 
hasto be done in both. I may observe, in respect to the 
judge’s observations as to a superior taxing master, that 
no taxing master, high or low, peripatetic or otherwise, 
can tax regardless of the scale sanctioned by the judges. 
I do not agree with Mr. Woodforde’s assertion that the taxing 
masters in the superior courts tax otherwise than by scale. 
I will now, for my own personal satisfaction, state that I 
am a salaried officer having no interest in the fees, which go 
to the Crown, therefore I have no inducement to bring 
grist’ to the county court mill, but rather, on the con- 
trary, if I consulted my own ease; and I believe Mr. Wilson 
and all other trustees will admit that there is no ‘kind of 
relationship’ or collusion subsisting between us ; in fact, 
Mr. Wilson in his letter to me of May 11 denied that he had 
charged this court or its officers with mal-administration. In 
conclusion, 1 may add that before any bill is taxed a copy of 
it is sent to the trustee, whose duty it is to attend the 
taxation and point out any items he considers objectionable.’ 
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+65 Hamphry (Sandilands, H and A) v Samuel andanr (A Rosen 
thal ; Peace and Co) Ls 
56 A Field and Co (Field, R and Co) vy Townshend Wood and Co 
(Hacon and T) 8J 
57 Pile (A D Michael) v Blumer (Bell, B and G) 
57a Passenger (Hollams, Son, and C) v Norrington and Co (Nicol 
Son, and J) SJ 
58 Sladden (Speechly, M and L) v Noyes (E Moore) SJ 
59 Bremner ( is Davis) v Argent (Lovett and Co) 
@) Kenyon and Sons (Kearsey, Son and H) v Ernsthausen and 
Oesterley (Hollams, Son andC) SJ 
61 Hatch (Yewdall and Son) vy McManus (Hamlin and G) 
62 Beldam and anr (Barlee, B and C) v Lawlor and anr (H Luxton) 
63 Ollier (Hunter and D) v Shoolbred and Co (G H Barber) 
@4 Harris (Gregory, R and Co) v Waring (Fox and Co) SJ 
65 Wood (H A Lovett and Co) v Palmer (W Rawlins) 
€ The Mayor, &, of London (T J Nelson) v Smith (TO Dear) SJ 
67 James (Spyer and Son) v Sheldon (Phelps, Sand B) SJ 
68 Vyse and Co and anr (Phelps, 8 and B) v Batley and Co (Baylis 


and P’ 
69 Belaieft (chap i, Son and G) v Collins (Waltons, Band W) 8J 
70 Cones (F ny) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C Godfray) 
71 Amos Pembroke (Indermaur and Co) v Hill and Giles (Duncan, 


Warren and G) 

72 Redford and Wife (Houghtons and B) v London Tram Co, limd 
(J O Jacobs) 83 

73 Head (H B Clarke) v Willey (Layton and J) without jury 

74 Th (¥ W Mount) v Great Eastern Ry Co (C A Curwood) 8J 

75 Newby (Harper, B and B) v Hood and anr (Ashurst, M, C and Co) 

76 Adameon and anr (H C Coote) v Adams (Ingledew and I) BJ 

77 Bates (J ¥% 8 King) v Burrell (¥ Burrell) 

7% Pullin (Same) v Holden (Baker, Bb and H) 

79 Clarke (H J Manning) v Baltar (Kearsey, Son and H) 

#6) Carwen (Field, R and Co) v Newport (Alexandra) Dock Co 
(Bircham and Co) 8J 

#1 Firmin and aur (Mercer and M) v Paul (Phelps, Sand B) 8J 

#2 tom, Barker and Bickley (f D Pettiver) v Pilbrow (Woodfin and 


ann Reldherg gad 1 v Proprietors of Hay’s Whar 

, Een acl C) SJ , * . 

84 Parkinson (Harper, B and B) v Howell (R and A Russell) 

85 Meyer (WA Crump and Son) v Waller (Walker, B and W) 

86 ey oe (Stibbard, G and Co) v Bowring and Co (Parker 
0 

87 Williams (Wolferstan, A and J) v Preston (W R Preston 

88 Ho: a 


89 Lever. (Davidson and M) v Jackson (E Hughes). SJ 

90 Graham (A W Mills) v British Equitable Asce Co (H Gover 

91 Essex (R H Ward) v London Tram Co, ld (J O Jaaghe) Ss. 

92 ae and R) v Watts, Ward and Co (Flux, Slade 
and Co 

93 Judkins, Fi and Son (Stibbard, G and Co) v Patton and 
Vickers (Lowless and Co) SJ ; 

Whitecross Wire and Iron Co 1d (Hollams, Son and C) v 

Saville and ors (Ingledew andI) SJ 

94. Watson (C FB Birchall) v Rose-Innes and Son (In Person) SJ 

95 Lack (H T Ives) v D’Epineuil (Cunliffe, Band D) SJ 

96 United Kingdom Mutual Steam Ship Assurance Assoc ld (Parker 
and Co) v Blythe and anr (Robinson and E) without jury 

97 Mc Isaac (Vallance and V) v Jay (Munnsand L) SJ 

98 Wisdom and Warter (T Allingham) v Hayes (G M Cooke) 

99 ar Iand H) v The Agricultural Press Co 1d (G§ 

i 

100 Lovering, trustee, &c (J Nicholls) v Peters (J R Chidley) 

101. Long (H Staniland) v Comber (J Cornford) SJ 

102 Garle (Ashurst, M, C and Co) v Bernard (FE Lee) 

103 Beeton (Field, R and Co) v Bunn and anr (C E Lacy) 

104 Maspons and Hermano (Waltons, B and W) v Miléered, Goyeneche 
and Co (Freshfields and W) SJ ‘stayed 

105 Knight (H Aird) v Saul (W J Milton) 

106 Pope and anr (H Montagu) v Yeomans (Collette and C) 

107 Harris (Robinson, P and S) v Clarke (H H Wells) 

108 Hills (G Brett) v Mitchell (T Beard and Sons) 

109 Bailey and Leetham (Rollit and Sons) v Lamplough and anr 
(Satchelland C) SJ 

110 Same (Same) v Matthews (Same) SJ 

111 Lambe and Co 1d (G Lockyer) v Rogers and anr (F Bradley) 

112 Moon (Lumley and L) v Cohn (S Toppin) 

113 Harnett, Horry and Co (Hollams, Son and C) v Palmer's Ship- 
building and Iron Cold (G@ MClements) SJ 

114 Gilroy (Bell, Brodrick and G) v Powells Duffryn Steam Coal Co 
ld (Ullithcrne, C and V) 

115 Lawrence, Weaver and Co (Hollams, Son and C) v Maltby (EP 


ames) 
116 Lightbody (Lumley and L) v Bignold (Beyfus and B) 
117 Larmouth (F W and H Hilbery) v Burton (L Hand) 
118 Haines (W Rawlins) v The Carshalton Gas and Coke Co (Bell, 


- Brodrick and G) 
119 Eldridge and anr (Wellborne and Son) v Brown, trading, & (G 

R Harrison) 

120 Heather and anr (H G Heather) v Coppin (Miller and V) 

121 Ross and Co (F Bradley) v Barber (W H Hughes) 

122 Stewart Bros (Kearsey, Son and H) v Hartwell (J Rae) SJ 

123 Mercantile Mutual Marine Ince Assocn limd (Greznop and Sons) 
v Wilkinson (Botterelland RK) stayed 

124 Hopcraft and Co (J Rae) v Hathorn (E H Smith) 

125 Davies and ors (Miller and Miller) v Nutt (C Mallam) 

126 Fairhurst (J Seeley) v Talbot (Digby and Jones) 

127 Reubens and Wife (Tucker, B and L) v Bradley, sued, & (CE 
R Preston) 

128 Brough (J W Marsh) v Brough (J E Smith) 

128a Elman (W B Harte) v Cox (G Reader) 

129 Rowney (Wild, B and W) v Stein Brothers (Ellis and Crossfield) 

130 Hooper (Stocken and J) v Woodall and Co (Field, R andCo) SJ 

131 Lupton (J T Miller) v Russ and anr (Magill, E and R) 

132 — (Stibbard, G and Co) v Prichard, Junr (Hensman and 


133 St James’ Bank limd (E Lee) v Kerr (Stocken and J) 

134 Martin (Jno Curtis) v Board of Works for the Poplar District 
(W H Farnfield) SJ 

135 Reubinson Bros (J M Barnard) v Lewis and Co (Underwood, 
Son and P) 

136 Hudson (Blake and Snow) v Till and Birchall (C W Taylor, 
In Person) 

137 Ramsey (Allen and E) v-MceManus (Hogan and H) 

138 Burton (Same) v Moore (W Tanner) 

139 Rhodes Bank Coffee Palace Permanent Benefit Building Soc (E 
_ and L) v Union Bank of Manchester Id (Clarke, W and 


140 Alexander and Co (Hollams, Son and C) v Fison (C A Flint) SJ 
141 Richardson (H H Richardson) v Salomos (W Rawlins) 


142 rs os Wife (Rogers and ©) v Harcourt and anr (Buchanan 
and R 

143 Crosse (Same) v Same (Same) 

144 ors ae anr (Hollams, Son and C) vy Lubbock (Waltons, B 

anc 

145 Same (Same) v Reiss (Same) SJ 

146 Ide ry: ee (Waltons, B and W) v Crichton (Hollams, Son 

and C 

147 Sha th Secy, &c (Stacpoole and Son) v Me Clean (Hargroves 

and Co 

148 Stephens (Same) v Wilkins (N Jourdain) 

149 Sanders Bros (G M Clements) v Maclean and Co (Maples, T and 


Co) SJ 
150 Cobbett (Lanfear and 8) v Brown (Plews and 1) 
161 Bi (G Mc Connal) v Money (Pritchard and M) to be tried 
with 
152 Blackden (Bridges, 8, H and Co) v Pilleyw(H Morris) SJ 
153 lave eyo and Co) vy N Metropolitan Tram Co (H 0 God- 
ray 
154 Chapman (Warburton and De P) v Turner (W R Helmore), 
155 Brett (f Bradley) v Brett (0 O nena arid Son) 





) 


166 Hunt and Son (I Stanley) v Reynolds (Blewitt and T) 
157 Dufty (# Bradley) v Boyd (Johnsons, U B and 


A) 
168 Miller and anr (Miller and Miller) v Kittier and Co (# Dutton) 


(Bolton, Smith and Co) v Buckland (West, K; ae Co) 
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150 Moyd’s J a i Co (Gregory, R and Co) v Saunders (Rooks 
390 Anderson and ors (H Kimber and Co) v Skinner and Co (Hollams» 
mandC) 8J 


461 Cochrane (Lowless and Co) v Smith (Tibbits and Son) 
162 Von oa a (Goldberg and L) v Howard and anr (Clarkes, 


Blagden and Angus and W Caudery and Co (Mercer nad M) v 
” cats Veour aoa Co (E Andrew). SJ 

pent nye Band B) v a Rifled Barrel Engineering 
as a8 es mall Arms Co ld (Mason and E) 
165 navi Ciesanen, F and 8) v Homfray and Co (Street, Son 


166 Cook aw R PPiiina) v Cox (J S Fowler) 

367 Boydell (W T Boydell, junr) v Grain (Yorke and W) 

168 Walker, Henderson and Co pry and C) v Adamson and 
Ronaldson (Hollams, Son and C) 

169 Cummins (W B Harte) v yoo ley (Saalby and F) 

170 Hunter (Same) v Mitchell (Ho ~~ Cc 

171 Chopping (W RB Preston ye n G. A Sedgwick) 

CY ‘ent er or (aad, G ~ Co) s x (Waltons, Band W) SJ 

bert (Stocken and 

i Benith R B H Fisher) v ay ytthe °F any 

17% Smith (J H Lee) v and anr ‘Rodgers and C) 

176 Cooper (Peace ond W) v Marks (G E Carpenter) SJ 

177 Kemp (Sorrell and Son) v Powis and Co (Combe and W) 

178 James (Hatton and W) v —— (Jno Hayward) 

179 Maltwood (J H D Daniel) v Prince (J Weber and Co) SJ 

190 FG ote Vigor (Lowless and Co) v Sheffield (Hollams, Son 
an 

181 Scrutton and anr (Same) v Same (Same) 

182 Dickinson (Parker and Co) v Glover and ors (Waltons, B and 


W) SJ 
183 — | as wee v Roberts, Smith and Co) Hollams, Son and 


184 Shipston (Wilson and Son) v Kirby (T W Rogers) 
185 — (M Abrahams and Co) v Roberts (J T Moss) without 


186 Hallett and Co (Dollman and P) v J and E Lumsden (Shum and 
Co. 


187 Van Nierop and Sons (Parker and Co) v Henderson Bros 
(Pritchard and Sons) SJ 

188 Alderson (R L Ratcliff) v Read (H Holland) 

189 pene, Oo” B and B) v Newby and Co and anr (Ashurst, 

and Co 

190 Kinmond, Luke and Co (Neish and H) v Williams (J Rae) SJ 

191 Vallance (a W Vallance) v O’Beirne (H C Barket) SJ 

192 Hearn ‘Marson and D) v Hinds (C Harris) 

193 Goodwin (C Harcourt) v Leckie (W W Wynne and Son) 

194 Galmoye (Galmoye and Co) v Hanrott (In Person) 

195 Norton (G@ M Wetherfield) v South Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) 

19% Green and Pitt (HG Sustines) v Salinger (J Mackrell and Co) 

197 Bell (Miller, S and B Maidenhead Waterworks Co (C J 
Mander) SJ 

198 Ocean Steam Ship Co (Fux, Slade and Co) v Anderson, Tritton 
and Co (Waltons, B and W 

199 Barrett (Lowless and Co) v Stallybrass and ors (Ingledew and 


Co) 
200 Smith (Jas Curtis) v Morrell (Coburn Young) 
201 Palmer (W H Roberts) v Cross (Robinson and H) 


Co) 
203 Hope (T Allingham) v Russell (W W Young) SJ 


205 Esses (M Abrahams and Co) Wallis (W H Smith and Son) 
206 Jones — and C H) v Ferdandes (Williamson, Hill and 


Co) 

‘207 Gibson (Simpson and C) v Luxton (H Luxton) 

208 Ablett (Chorley, C and C) v Wrigley (Lattey and H) 

‘209 Worcester City and County Banking Co, ld (Chester and Co) v 
Ridler and anr (Routh, S and Co) 

210 Akerblom (R Greening) v Price and Co (Norris, A and Co) 

211 W me M, B and G) v Stein Bros (Ellis and Cross- 

el 

212 De Roubaix and Co (Champion, R and P) v General Steam 
Navigation Co (W Batham) 

213 Miller (S S Seal) v Williams (R B Johnson) 

214 Salter and Sons (H Gethine) v A B Luck (J C Scard) 

215, Hawkes (J 8 Lickorish) v North Met Tram Co (H C Godfray) 

216 Smith (Same) v Same (Same) 

217 Moorhead (Miller and V) v Batt (Badham and W) SJ 

218 Same (Same) v Clarke (I M Cridge) 

219 Epale, Lister and Co (Jas Neal) v Levi Bros (H Sydney) 

220 Flatau (H A Maude) v Barnett (J M Barnard 

221 er (Hollams. Son and C) v Batt and Co (Pauwels Sra 
party) (W A Crump and Son) SJ 

222 Hincks (E F B Harston) v Mitchell (Moresby-White and Co) 

= Budd (Druces, J and A) vy Prince (P W Nazer) 

2B Alin (Sole, Turner and K) v Westcott (Munns and L) 

en (Pattison, Wigg and Co) v Whiting (Layton and J) 


226 eee Holland and Sons (J Knight) v Stone (R Davies) 

227 Lewis’ (Keene, M and B) v Hatton and anr (In Person) 

228 Lowe (R H Plater) v Garden (S F Taylor 

229 Roth fi C Drapery v Bond and ors (J W Marsh) 

230 Bone (T Noton) v uae (T Foster) 

231 Robinson (Mattnows and G) v Hickman (Saunders, H and B) 
232 Hickman (Saunders, H and B) v Robinson (Matthews and G) 
233 Vavasseur (‘'atham, O and N) v Read (F Bradley) 

234 Wakeley Bros (W Butcher) v Cullum (W Beck) 

= Walker (Roscoe, H and 8) v Joseph (1. Barnett) 


a Lom and Co (Simpson and ©) v James and Rymi!] (Keene, M 
237 moot ie (Clarke, Rand C) v Norton and Kite (Peacock 


Tatham on behalf of himself and ors (Lowless and Co) v Besleys 

240 lene P May rie prey TM A Graham) 

241 Brinso aneop Hall Coal Coal Co ld a Se M, B and G) v Houghton and 
> 

sreap ations 2p reeene oie (Bordman and Co) 

2S National P Provi nee Dee eetiny ld Berry and B) 
v Hopcroft (W; a ae and C) 

24h: kiibiaee ent epadinen: Son and C) v Tuff, Moore 
and Roberts (Parker and Co) rs 

245 Lee (E Lee) v Huntly (Green and C 

246 Hills (Barlee, B and C) v Barton Cappleby, 3rd. party) (Hatton 
and W ; Pearce and Sons) 

247 Taylor (Munns and L) v Kino (Terreli and A) 

248 —_ yO B and W) v Neptune Marine Insce Co (Shum, 

and 
249 bag ye re 4 and Co (Stibbard, G and Co) v Lindsay (Carr, 


Son and F) 
250 R pow ry 4 (Flux, Slade and Co) v Davenport and Sons (H 


251 Walton aa anr poet Brodrick and G) v Gibson Gave and B) 

252 Watson and Co (Hollams, Son and C) v Moss Bay Hematite 
Tron and Steel Co (Johnston and H) SJ 

253 T West and Co (W A Crump and Son) v Garle and Michael 
(Ashurst, M C and Co; W H Smith and Son) 

254 Harris (L Barnett) v Boyd, exor, &c (J S Ward) 

255 Wells (D E Langham) v Stockdale (Morley and 8) 

256 Dean (Freeman and W) v Billups (Cunliffe, Band D) SJ 

257 ae (Bompas, B and D) v Rhymney Iron Co (Hollams, Son 
andC) SJ commission 

258 Oram (F Heritage) v Gilbert (F Needham) SJ 

259 Weatherley, Mead and Hussey (E Flux and L) v Preston (M 
Abrahams and Co) 

260 Summers (C Harris) v Witherby (J Barrett) 

261 Lazarus (C F B Birchall) v Wixley and Co (G M Wetherfield) 

262 Paulin and ors (T Paulin) v Hilliard and anr (Stoneham and L) 

263 Westenholz (Plews, I and H) v Yearsley (W B Harte) 

264 a gg pe - Sorrell and Son) v The Star Life Assee Socy 

Ingle, C an 

265. Schumacher (Hollams, = and C) v The Canton Insce Office 
(Freshfields and W) 

266 Cassado (Same) v British and Foreign Marine Insce Co, ld 
(Gregory, Rand Co) SJ 

267 Durham feomet v Patey and Pasteur (Oehme and 8) SJ 

268 Hogarth (Same) v Mills (H F and E Chester) 

269 Leary and Co (Same) v Steeves, Bros, and Co (Field, R and Co) 


270 Starr (H M Ogle) v Hilton and anr (H Morris) 

271 May (J Frost) v Bernard (Haigh and A) 

272 H Bucknall and Sons (Waltons, B and W) v Hunter and Co 
(J JandcJ Allen) SJ 

273 The Counterslip Sugar Refinery Co, 1d (Same) v Magdeburg 
General Insce Co (Stibbard, Gand Co) SJ 
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203 Wheeler and ors (E W Beal) v Wood (S H Behrend) 
204 Bree) and anr (R F Brunskill) vy Veley and ors (Paterson, S 


205 Donaher and anr (Jackson and P) vy Reed (Noon and C) 

206 Digby (Digby and J) v Walker (In Person) 

207 Leach (W H Armstrong) v Ballard (Harrisons) 

208 Pooley (Harper, B and B) v Royal Exchange Bk ld and ors 
(Newman, S and H; Hollams, Son and C; Crandall and Co. 
H F Barnett) SJ 

209 Peacock (Clarke, R and C) v Lockwood and Co (Jenkins and 


Co 
210 Hansen (Bilting and K) v Magatlhaes (Trollope and W) SJ 
211 Rochester and anr (Same) v Ayton (Lindus and B) 
212 Natl Co-operative Stores Association limd (Deane, C and Co) v 
Grosvenor Co-operative Stores ld (Stibbard, G and Co) 
213 Magis a and L) v North Clifton Hotel Co lima (Clarke 
and Sons) 
214 Siebe and anr hd Caister) v Edney and Co (Cunliffe, B and D) 
215 Greaves (W H Jackson) v Gibbons (Chappell and G) 
216 Tingey (Wills and W) v Weigel (W Beck) 
217 Welby (fucker and L) v Attye (Turner and 
218 Howland (W H Waller and Son) v Barnett (West, K A and Co) 
219 es trustee, &c (Gasquet and M) v The Rey W W Thornton 
J 


( 
220 Robinson and anr (Benn Davis) v Heritage (G@ S and H 
Brandon) 
21 Bell (Gedge, K M and M) v Wood (Morten and Co) 
222 Quincey (W R Philp) v Brasholz (Goldberg and.L) 
223 Prop (H J V Philpot) v Hoare and Son (J H Barney) 
224 Steed (Same) v Same (Same) 
225 Short (Wolseley and H) v Great Western Ry Co (R R Nelson) 
226 Spencer, the younger (H Wickens) v Pudney (J Croft 
227 Salter (J C Button and Co) y Hankey (Abbott, J and Co) 
228 Goodenough (J Edell) v Barnett and anr (Finney, B and Co) 
229 Tomkin (Harris and P) v Myers (Wild, B and W 
230 Granneman (Same) vy Same (Same) 
231 Price (Newman, 8 H and W) v Colquhoun (G Clark) 
232 Harris, by next friend (W Medcalf) v Nettelfield (R C Dewy) 
233 — (J S Rubinstein) v Eltringham Colliery Co (Pyke and 


234 Pensom (Same) v Manfredi (Yorke and W) 

235 "Slee (TiSampson) v Futcher and ors (Taylor, H and T; 
ston 

236 Cummins (Brighten, P and N) v Scott (J B Churehill) 

237 Mure(S R Glyn) v Gambier (EK 8 Cavell) 

238 Hallward (G R Burn) v Merchants’ and Traders’ Diseount Co 





238 Ye de Travers Asphalte Paving Co, ld (Ellis and Crossfield 
fall and Go (Hunters; G and Hi)’ ms 


limd (Allin and @) 
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239 Gittins (Lumley and L) v Gunn (Gushand P) 
240 Lage (J A Hales) v Richards and Co limd (Wontner and 


ons 

241 Wells (Wilkinson and = v Barnes (Patey and W) 

242 Frend and anr (A F Coe) v The Silicate Paint Co (Parkers) 

243 Gittins (Lumley and L) v Gadsden (Gush and P) 

244 Ness (Stokes, S and 8) v Lush and Sons (E H Parnell) 

245 Bone and Son (A S Edmunds and Son) v Chapman Hall limd 
(Ashurst and Co) SJ 

246 Sowton and ors (Andrew, W and G) v Aikman (In Person) 

247 Jones (Digby and J) v Barnett (A J Murray) 

248 Norris (C W Taylor) v Cornet (L Hand) 

249 Griffn (H W Mackreth) v Graham (H Holland) 

250 my) —— and; Co) v Weston and anr (Keene, M 
and Co 

251 Sexton (Peckham, M and P) v Gould (J Andrews) 

252 Knight (Sandom, K and K) v Pick (Saxelby and F) 

253 Ridley and Co (W Morley) v Cohen (Micklethwait and Co) 

254 Wylde (J H Waring) v Godfrey (Harris and P) 

255 Gittins (Lumley and L) v Cohn (Gush and P) 

256 Westminster Assocn limd (Gedge, K M and M) v Tennant 
(Lewis and L) 

257 = (J B May) v London Tramways Co limd (J O Jacobs) 


258 O’Keefe (H Pook and Son) v Bellord (J S Lickorish) 

259 Horner (S Betteley and Co) v Ingram (Wyatt and B) 

260 Murset and ors (G S and H Brandon) v Laidlaw and Sons 
(Gregory, Rand Co) Com SJ 

261 Janes (J Coram) v Freeman (J Farmer) 

262 Wimshurst and Co (S B Booth) v Oliver (A F Barnard) 

263 Jelks (G H Hall) v Underwood (E Ti lyard) 

264 Brown (Same) v Camm (Bell, B and G) 

265 George (Same) v Allday and anr (Gregory, R and Co) 

266 Anglo Universal Bank limd (Ashurst, M and Co) v Robertson 
(Chappell, Son and G) 

267 Dixon (Yorke and W) v Lawrence (Lewis and L) 

268 Greenwood (C Mossop) v Edwards (W H Hughes) 

269 Iles (May, 8 and B) v Forman (J and M Pontefix) 

270 Landais and anr (T Donnithorne) v Rogers, Sons and Co (Druce, 
Sons and Co) 

271 Prudential Assurance Co (Phillips and Son) v Western Provident 
Assen and anr (C E Mortimer) SJ 

272 Cornell (L A Wenn) v Stokoe (G Mc A Low) 

273 Davis (Marson and D) v Fuller (Cooper and R) 

274 Crick (W T Ricketts) v Cullum (W Beck) 

275 Mc Bean (A R Oldman) v Beart and ors (Remnant and Co) 

276 Brown (E W Owles) v Scobell (Tippetts, Son and T) . 

277 i (Hargrove and Co) v Great Western Ry Co (R R Nelson) 


H an 

279 Willis and ors (Nye and G) v Deller (A Abrahams) 

280 Patterson (Wilkinson and H) v London and South Westn Ry Co 
(M H Hall) 

281 Dell (Marson and D) v Peck (H H Ede 

282 Goldsworthy (C E Freeman) v Bendall (Lewis and L) 

283 Rackstraw (Crosse, Sonsand R) v Moore (Bolton and M) 

284 Wilson and Wife (Brighten, P and N) v Great Eastern Ry Co 
(C A Curwood) 8J 

285 Footman, junr (Same) v Same (Same) SJ 

236 Akers (F J and G J Braikenridge) v Hall (W Eley) 

287 Shaw (Chester, M B and G) v Bunker (W S Fox) 

288 —— gg Paul and Co) v North Met Tramways Co (H C 
Godfray 

289 Brown (Kent and R) v Cotton (Flux, 8 and Co) 

290 Sykes and anr (J W Sykes) v Desmond (Lewis and L) SJ 

291 Emanuel and anr (Lewis and L) v Love (Arkcoll and C) 

292 Anthony (Hatton and W) v Wyatt and anr (Popplestone and B) 

293 Hutley (J Plaskitt) vy Marshall (E Bromley) 

294 Ashman, an infant (R B Johnson) v Strong (W H Nicholls) 

295 Johnson (C J Davis) v Humphries (W Maynard) 

296 Booth (Blunt, T and L) v Galloway and anr (W B Abbot; Mickle- 
thwait and Co) 

297 Creswell (F Taylor) v Begbie (Sorrell and Son) 

298 Griffiths (Morgan and G) v Smith (Gamlen and Son) 

299 Holohan (R Biale) v Passawer (E seeped 

300 Skinner (Bordman and Co) v Williams and ors (Ford and Co) 

#1 Bainbridge (Same) v Same (Same) 

W2 Law Society (C O Humphreys and Son) v Shaw and Blake 
(Ashurst, Mand Co) SJ 

WS —_ (Same) v Waterlow Bros and Layton (Layton, Son and L) 


904 Martin (West, K, A and Co) v Bond (Tilleard, G and H) 

305 Pritchard (W H Armstrong) v Pearson (Sladen and M) 

206 Pritchard, Clerk (Same) v Same (Same) 

27 Chidley (In Person) v Abrahams (G W Naunton) 

208 Bentley and Sons (Phelps, 8 and B) v Widdrington (Doyle and 


Sons) 

208 Cooper (H H wee v Cowing (L Drew) 

310 Haghes (W and J Gibson) v Thompson (W Easton) 

311 Saala (J B Nunn) v Hussey (T Sampson) 

412 Shapeott (R C Green) v Cook (WG one 

313 Chapman (In Person) v Rendle and anr (Dubois and R; Hicklin 
and W) SJ 

314 Holland and Co (Hillearys and T) v Veuve Pommery et Fils 
(Tippetts and Son) 

315 Davis and Co (in Person) v Le Fevre, sued, &c (J H Shakapear 

316 Morris and Co (Lamiey and L) v Leigh and anr (Beyfus and B 

417 Sheffield (¥ Sheffield) v Wandsworth and Putney Gas Light 
and Coke Co (Doyle and Sona) 


——— 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Jare 2.—Mevne, C. C. & T. Movnn, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 
p.m., Fretels, Copyb: lt, and Leasetold Eatotes (eee adver- 
teeuetst, this Weck, yp. 3) 


8J 
278 Sadler | wage ard H) v Bennett and anr (G H Carthew; Poole, 
Y 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
BERKELEY.—April 24, at Cedar-hill, Antigua, West Indies, 


the wife of the Hon. Henry Berkeley, Solicitor-General of 


the Leeward Islands, of a daughter. 

CLARK.—May 8, at Summerfield, Dulwich, the wife of W. J. 
Hyne Clark, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

JARDINE.—April 30, at Matheran, Bombay Presidency, the 
wife of James Jardine, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

henge ig poser 4 14, at 121, Portsdown-road, W., the: 
wife of Arthur Loughborough, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-ut- 
law, of a son. 

MAcPHERSON.—May 15, at Clifton, Bristol, the wife of John. 
Macpherson, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Morris.—May 16, at Roseneath, Thurlow-park-road, Lower: 
Norwood, the wife of Francis Wyld Morris, solicitor, of a son, 

PATIENCE.—May 16, at 60, Brownswood-road, South Hornsey, 
N., the wife of H. A. Patience, solicitor, of a son. 

Surron.—May 11, at 2, Sedgley Bank, Kersal, Manchester, 
the wife of Edmund Sutton, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


DEATH. 
YounGuHusBAND.—May 16, at Malta, William Ogle Grey 
Younghusband, barrister-at-law, of 3, Plowden-buildings,, 
Middle Temple. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, May 20, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Hull, Edwin, Gresham st, Auctioneer. Pet May 18. Brougham. 

June 14 at 11 
Lomas, John, Upper Tulse hill, Chemical Manufacturer. Pet May 

19. Hazlitt. June 1 at 12.30 
Riddick, Robert, Grafton st, Mile end, Travelling Draper. Pet May 

17, Murray. June 1 at12 


To Surrender in the Country. 





Amor, Charles, Hendon wharf, Hendon, Coal Merchant. Pet May : 


18. Boyes. Barnet, June 9 at 11 

Buck, George Miles, Reepham, Norfolk, Grocer. Pet May 14. 
Cooke. Norwich, May 28 at 12 

Elvey, William, Aylestone-park, Leicester, Bricklayer. Pet May 18. 
Moore. Leicester, June 1 at 11 

Evans, John, Llanwrst, Denbigh, Clerk in Holy Orders, Pet May 
18. Jones. Bangor, June 1 at 3.30 

Groves, Decimus, Birmingham, Fancy Draper. Pet May 13. Parry. 
Birmingham, May 30 at 2 

Potter, James, Barton-on-Humber, Lincoln, Carrier, Pet May 16. 
Bates. Gt Grimsby, June 9 at 11.30 

Simmonds, Edmond, Worcester, Builder, Pet May 16. Beale. 
Worcester, June 1 at 12.30 


Turspay, May 24, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Hammond, Edmund, Colveston crescent, Dalston, Builder. Pet 
May 21. ‘Brougham, June 14 at 11,30 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Bruton, John, Swansea, Presentation Tea Dealer. Pet May 19. 
Bellingham. Swansea, June 4 at 11 

Harwood, George, Sandford, Oxford, Baker. Pet May 19, Bishop. 
Oxford, June 9 at 11.30 - 

Howard, A » Brighton. Jones. Brighton, 
June 9 at 11 

Pearce, Edward, Isleham, Cambridge, Farmer, Pet May 21. 
Faden, Cambridge, June 11 at 2 

Phillips, Joseph, and John Phillips, Mynyddysllwyn, Monmouth, 
Farmers. Pet May 20. Davis. Newport, June 5 at 1 

Powell, George Edward, Brockley, Kent, Watchmaker. Pet May 
20. chge od Greenwich, June 21 at 1 

Tidmarsh, William, Minety, Wilts, Farmer, Pet May 18. Town- 
send, Swindon, June 4 at 10 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
TvurspAy, May 24, 1881. 
Baker, William, Hoarstone, nr Bewdley, Worcester, Farmer. May 
20. 


Pet May 19. 


Blanc, Numa, Scarborough, York, Photographer. May 19 
James, Robert, Wold Carr, York, Pawnbroker. May 21 
Mills, Thomas, jun., Liverpool, ‘«! 21 
Simmons, Abraham, Grafton st, Tottenham ct rd, Coach Dealer- 
May 1s. 
Liquidations by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF GREDITORS, 
Fuatpay, May 20, 1881, 
Adama, Lewis, Kingswinford, Stafford, Beersellor, June 1 at 11 at 
offices of Whitehouse, Castle st, Dudley 
Adams, William, Birmingham Draper, Juno 1 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry at, Birmingham 
Barna, Jon, Crayford, Kent, Gent. June 3 at 2 at offices of 
Quilter and Co, Moorgate st. Tilleard and Co, Old Jowry 


May 28, 1881. — - 


a--] 9 eee BBLS ee eee \\ ae 














fe: 


) the: 


~ut~ 


wer: 
son, 
sey, 


trey 
IBF, 













May 28, 1881. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





—— 








Beddow, Tat Bank, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer. June 3 at 
at 11 at of Forrest, Ch st, Oldbury % 
John Robert, Lorne terrace, Stoke Newington, Trimming 
Manufacturer. June 3 at 3.30 at offices of Bryant and Joseph, 
Finsbury pavement 
Berry, Wi , and James Berry, Warrington, Lancashire, Lath 
Makers. June 3 at 3 at offices of Davies and Co, Bewsey chmbrs, 


wsey st, Warrington 

ad hy Joseph Wilkinson, Bradford, York, Fruit Salesman, 
June 1 at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, Chapel lane, Bradford 

Bishop, Joseph, Handcross, Crawley, Sussex, Butcher. June 1 at 
12 at the Station Hotel, Crawley. Lamb and Evett, Brighton 

Blake, James John, Crediton, Devon, Bookseller. May 31 at 11 at 
offices of Southcott, Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Botterill, William, and William Botterill, jun, Dunstable, Bedford, 
Painters. June 3 at 12 at offices of Benning and Son, West st, 
Dunstable i S eos 

Bramwell, James, Accrington, Lancashire, Commission Agent. 

. June 3 at 3 at offices of Backhouse, St John’s place, Blackburn 

Britton, James, Danbury, nr Chelmsford, Essex, Farm Labourer. 
June 2 at 11 at offices of Preston, Mark-lane 

Broad, Thomas, Arclid, Chester, Blacksmith. June 2 at 11 at offices 
of Bygott, Hope st, Sandbach 

Broughton, Josephine Eiizabeth, National Orphan Home, Ham 
Common, Surrey, Matron. June 7 at 3 at offices of Redhead, 
Windsor st, Chertsey é 

Brown, Charles Henry, Golahawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Tailor. 
May 27 at 2 at offices of Barratt, London-wall. Lomax, Hay- 
market 

Brown, Edwin, Bradford-on-Avon, Wilts, Shoemaker. Jnne 3 at 12 
atthe Mart, Manvers st, Trowbridge. Jones 

Browton, Dudley, Watford, Hertford, Builder. May 31 at 2 at offices 
of Keighley and Co, Philpot lane 

Budd, William, Lower Bodington, Northampton, Farmer. June 3 
at 2 at offices of Pellatt, High st, Banbury 

Burditt, Joseph Waltei, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Jeweller. June 3 
at 12 at offices of Soppett, Newgate st. - Bannister, Basinghall st 

Carver, Alfred John, Colonial Merchant, Leadenhall st. June 3 at 
2 at Hart st, Mark lane. Fry and Hudson 

Challender, William, Lynsted, Kent, Schoolmaster. June 8 at 2 at 
offices of Winch and Strouts, High st, Sittingbourne 

Cheatle, Henry, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester, out of business. 
May 31 at 11 at offices of Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Cheatle, Thomas, Snarestone, Leicester, Innkeeper. June 2 at 
11 at offices of Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Clarke, James, Bury St Edmunds, Furniture Broker. June 2 at 12 at 
Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Cross 

Clarkson, George, Malton, York, Grocer. May 31 at 11 at Black Bull 
Inn, Market pl, Malton. Dale, York 

Coleman, Henry, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Boot Manufacturer. 
June 4at 1 atoffices of Cox, Salter’s Hall ct, Cannon st. Clarke, 
High Wycombe 

Colley, Thomas, sen, and Thomas Colley, jun, Hanley, Stafford, 
Builders. June 3 at 12 at offices of Sword, Cheapside, Hanley 

Coombe, Christopher, Pershore, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
June 1 at 12 at offices of Pace, Bridge st, Pershore 

Davies, Edward, Swansea, Florist. May 31 at 2.30 at offices of Smith 
and Lawrence, Cambrian pl, Swansea 

Davies, William, Tailor, Liverpool. June 3 at 11 at offices of Grace 
and Smith, Cook st, Liverpool 

Day, George, Besford, Worcester, Farmer. June 1 at 11 at offices of 
Pace, Bridge st, Pershore 

Day, William Henry, Trentham, Stafford, Butcher. June 2 at 10 at 
offices of Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley 

Dexter, Edwin Henry, Birmingham, Shoe Manufacturer. May 31 at 
3 at offices of Dale and Vachell, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Dickinson, Greenwood, Padiham, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. 
— , at 3 at Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley. Hodgson, 

urnley 

Dunning, George, Kirkdale, Lancaster, Boot Manufacturer. June 1 
at 3 at offices of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool 

Eccles, William Cross, and Joseph Snape Eccles, Widnes, Lancas- 
ter, Alkali Manufacturers, June 1 at 2 at Law Association Rooms, 
Cook st, Liverpool. Forshaw and Hawkins, Liverpool 

Elhson, Thomas Sale. St Helens, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. June 
3 at 2 at offices of Mather, Harrington st, Liverpoo 

Elvin, David, Southgate, Corn Dealer. June 1 at 12 at offices of 
Howard and Shelton, Threadneedle st 

Ely, Fred, Mg eo Gloucester, Farmer. 
Henderson, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Evans, George, Wigmore, Hereford, Licensed Victualler. June 4 at 
3 at offices of Weyman, Mill st, Ludlow 

Ferris, John Andrew, Buckingham Palace rd, Surgeon. June 2 at 
3 at offices of Hadden and Co, Chancery lane 

Ford, John, Leeds, Provision Dealer. June 1 at 3 at offices of Dunn 
and French, East e, Leeds 

Freeman, Edward Pratt, Reading, Berks, Commission Traveller. 
June 3 at 11 at Uppor Ship Hotel, Reading. Creed 

Gales, William Henry, <5 ‘> st, Poplar, Tube Brush Manufacturer. 
June 8 at 12 at Masons’ Hall ‘Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall 
st. Savidge, Kastcheap 

Garner, Richard, Huddersfield, Sculptor, May 30 at 3 at offices of 
Brook and Co, New st, Huddersfield 

Gimber, William, Maidstone, Lath Render. June 13 at 3 at King’s 
a bmg High st, Rochester, Shakespear, Southampton bldgs, 
Jhancery lane 

Godfrey, Charles Woide, Southend, Essex, Schoolmaster. June 9 at 
3 at office of Hillearys and Taylor, Fenchurch bldgs 

Goldsworthy, Kdward, Bath, Painter. June 3 at 3 at offices of of 
bir y Orange grove, Bath 

Good, William. Ludford, Hereford, Vetorinary Surgeon, June 4 at 11 

at offices of Woymnn, Mill st, Ludlow 

Goss, John, Waddesdon, Buckingham, Butcher, June 4 at 8 at 
offices of Parrott, Bourbon st, Aylesbur 

May 27 at 11 at 


Grant, Alexander, Swansea, Insurance t. 
reatorex, My Ashbornoe, Berd; Innkeeper. May 31 at 3 at 
Green Man H i, Ashbourne. Wise and Co, Ashbourne 


June 2 at 11 at offices of 


offices of Jellicoe, Prospect pl, Swansea 











Grieve, Walter, Newbold-upon-Avon, Warwick, Trainer of Raca 

— = May 30 at12at Crewe Arms Hotel, Crewe. Gledhill, 
U1, 

Halfhids, Edward Joseph, Bull and Mouth st, Auctioneer. May 31 
at 12 at offices of Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s churc’ 

Hart, George Henry, Lowestoft, Suffolk, out of business. June 9 at. 
3 at Great Eastern Hotel, Denmark rd, Lowestoft. -Cooper, - 
coln’s-inn-Fields 

Hartley, John Judson, Baildon, Leeds. Stonemason. June 3 at 1I 
at Market Tavern, Godwin st, Bradford 

Heath, Jacob, Hanley, Stafford, Grocer. May 30 at 11 at Vine Inn, 
Stafford. Ashmall, Hanley 

Higgs, James, Ridley rd, Dalston, Plumber. June 7 at 3 at offices of © 
Cooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hobern, William, New Kent rd, Builder. June 7 at 2 at offices of © 
Rooke and Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hodgkinson, Richard, Derby, Baker. June 2 at 3 at Bell Hotel, . 
Sadler gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 

Hole, William Henry, Acton, Baker. June 10 at 2 at offices of Rod-- 
gers and Clarkson, Walbrook 

Howarth, Robert Seel (and not Haworth, as erroneously printed in 
last Gazette), Crewe, Clogger. May 27 at 11 at offices of Hill, 
Market st, Crewe 

Hughes, Henry, Sittingbourne, Kent, Cowkeeper. 


June 7 at 3 at 
Bull Hotel, Sittingbourne. 


Shakespear, Southampton buildings 


Jenkins, Geerge, Clayach. nr Swansea, Surgeon’s Assistant. May 
31 at 12 at offices of Evans and Davies, Wind st, Swansea 
Johnson, Nathaniel Luther, Portsea, Hants, Builder. June 3 at 4 at 


Totterdell’s Commercial Hotel, Portsea. King, Portsea 

Jordan, Uriah, Little Downham, nr Ely, Cambridge, Grocer. June 
lat 11 at Lamb Hotel, Ely. Wilkin, King’s Lynn 

Kelly, William, Bootle, Lancaster, Builder. June 1 at 2 at offices o 
Fildes North John st, Liverpool # 

Kidson, Robert Adams, Ryde. Isle of Wight, Tailor. June 9at3 
offices of Kearsey and Co, Old Jewry 

King, William Seymour, Birdingbury, Warwick, Farmer. 
at 3 at offices of Pellatt, High st, Banbury 

Lancaster, Joseph, Gisburn, York, Farm Labourer. June 6 at 3.30 
at Devonshire Hotel, New Market st, Skipton. Greaves and 
Taylor, Bradford 

Leytham, Thomas, Lancaster, Silk Mercer. June 8 at 2 at offices of 
Maxstead and Gibson, Castle Park, Lancaster 

Love, Johu, Redland, Bristol, Builder. May 27 at 11 at offices of 
Weare, John st, Bristol 

Lyon, James Simon, High Holborn, Theatrical Upholsterer. May 
30 at 3 at offices of Browne and Co, Queen st, Cheapside. Barnett, 
Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st 

Marsden, William, Bradford, York, Artist. June 1 at11 at offices of 
Moore, Albion chmbrs, Bradford 

Marsh, George Nap, High st, Whitechapel, Licensed Victualler. 
May 30 at 2 at 141, Brick lane, Spitalfields. Dunn, Netheravon 
terrace, Camberwell 

Mason, Samuel, Cowper st, City rd, Upholsterer. June 2 at 12 at 
offices of Brown and Sons, Finsbury pavement 

Mayer, John Theodore, Albany rd, Camberwell, Grocer. May 31 at 
4 at offices of Marshall, Chancery lane 

Meachin, Thomas, Leftwich, near Northwich, Chester, Joiner. May 
31 at 3 at offices of Green and Dixon,.Castle chmbrs, Northwich 

Mensforth, John, New Shildon, Durham, Checkweighman. June 3 
at 11.30 at offices of Edgar, Silver st, Bishop Auckland 

Mettam, Alfred Woodhouse, Low Valley, nr Barnsley, Beerhouse 
Keeper. June 1 at 3 at offices of Gray, Eas’ , Barnsh 

Minns, Thomas, Romford. Grocer. June 1 at 11 at 
and Clifton, South st, Romford 

Mordecai, Zalic Morris, Quaker st, Spitalfields, Pickle Mannfacturer. 
May 30 at 3 at offices of Cattlin, Wormwood st, Old Broad st 

Pape, Edward James, Oxton, Chester, Commission Agent. June 2: 
at 3 at offices of Kemble, Castle st, Live: 

Parry, William, Carnarvon, Coal Merchant. June 2at2 at British 
Hotel, Bangor. Allanson, Carnarvon 

Peacock, Philip, Shermanbury, Sussex, Builder. 
King’s Head Hotel, Horsham. Nye, Brighton 

Perrett, John Edward, Berkley, Somerset, Farmer. June l at 3 at 
offices of Hornsey and Oakley, Market pl, Frome. Ames, Frome 

Perry, James, Sumner rd, Peckham, Oilman. June 165 at 12 at offica 
of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Phillips, William White, Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Contractor. June 2 
at 12 at Royal Hotel, Cardiff. Morgan, Pontypridd 

Picken, Frank, North Ormesby, nr Middlesborough, Beerhcuse 
Keeper. June 1 at 11 at offices of Ward, Albert nd, Middles- 
borough 

Pulford, Thomas, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Boot Maker, June 1 at 12 
at offices of Mossop and Mossop, Long Sutton 

May 30 at 2 at 


Reeve, William Edward, Pewsey, Wilts, Grocer. 
Pheonix Hotel, Pewsey. Dixon, Pewsey 
Reimers, Christian Wilhelm Hinrich, Mornington rd, Regent's park,, 
eepiener of Music, June 3 at 12 at offices of Disney, Lincoln’s iun 
) 


June > 


ey 
offices of Haynes 


Junelat3 at 


Roe, Frederick, Newark-on-Trent, Notts, Publican. June 11 at 1b 
at offices of Footit, Market pl, Newark-on-Trent 

Rowling, Ambrose, Thurlow, Suffolk, Innkeeper. May 31 at 12 at 
Bell Hotel, Haverhill. Jackson and Vincent, Haverhill 

Sadler, John, Birkenhead, Chester, Confectioner. June 2 at 3 at 

8 ag MY Lig Wolo ~ ay Bristol, Build May 
age, William Henry, Westbury-on-Try i ilder. 
28 at 12 at offices of Essery, Nicholas st, 

Saywell, Richard, Borden, Kent, Builder, June 1 at 12 at Towntall, 

ittingbourne. Winch and Strouts, Sittingbourne 

Seeleg, Samuel, Bath st, City rd, Tailor, June 15 at 2 at offices of 
Moss, Gracechurch st 

Sharman, Richard, Clarendon st, Harrow ri, Grocer, June 2 22 2at 
oftices of Moss, Winchester House, Old Broad st 

Shelley, John, Wolverhampton, Coal Dealer, May 31 at 3 at offica 
of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Smith, Robert George, Lee, Trimming Manufacturer, Jane 3 at 3 
at offices of Bryant and Joseph Finsbury pavement 

Stowe, Robert Acton, and Fred erick Henry Stowe, Hi Coach 
Builders. June 7 at 11 at offices of James and Bodenham, St Peter 
at, Hereford 


“Thomas, Geo 
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rge William, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Builder. 

June 8 at 3 at offices of Fardell, Cambrian House Offices, Market 
st, Ryde 

Thoms. James, Bristol, Baker. May 28 at 12 at offices of Andrew, 
Nicholas st, Bristol. Ayre, Bristol 

Turner, John, Combmartin, Devon, Grocer. June 3 at 12 at offices 
of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 

Waggott, Thomas Swan, Sunderland. Durham, Butcher. June 2 
at 1 at offices of Fairclough, Foyle st, Sunderlan 

Wells, George, Brasted, Kent, Builder. June 13 at 3 at offices of 
Heathfield and Son, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Wilkinson, Christopher, Darlington, Builder, June 1 at 11 at office 
of Webster, Houndsgate, Darlington 

Williams, Henry, Oldham, Lancaster, Hatter. June 3 at 3 at Gros- 
venor Hotel, Domare . Ponsonby and Carlile, Oldham 

Williams, William, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer. June 2 at 3 at offices of 
Clarke and Son, Bank st, Leeds b 

Wood, James, Huddersfield, Grocer, June 1 at 3fat offices of Ainley 
and Hall, New st, Huddersfield 


Tvrspay, May 24, 1881. 


Adams, Charles William, Markfield rd, Page Green, Grocer. June 14 
at 3 at offices of Dear, Gresham st 

Adams, Frederick, Manchester. Beer Retailer. June 4 at 11 at offices 
of Farrar and Hill, Fountain st, Manchester 

Allen, Charles, Birmingham, Manufactu(ing Jeweller. June 4 at 11 
at offices of Parr and Hayes, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Andot, Frances, Liverpool. Milliner, June 7 at3 at offices of Sea- 
man, Seymour st, elgg aka 

Baker, Thomas Walter, Manchester, Baker. Junel at 3 at offices 
of Nuttall and Son, John Dalton st, Manchester 

Barton, Sheraton, West Hartlepool, Durham, out of business. 
June 7 at 3 atoffices of Todd and Harrison, Town-wall, Hartle- 


pool 

Bennett, Charles Joseph, Tetbury, Gloucester, Carriage Builder. 
Gloucester. June 4 at 4 at offices of Jackson, George st 

Bevan, James, Ludlow, Salop, Innkeeper. June 4 at 11 at Queen’s 
Head Inn. Bowles, Ludlow ‘° 

Bishop, Frederick, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Innkeeper, June 8 
at 3 at Buffalo Inn, Leighton Buzzard. Calcott, Leighton Buz- 


za 

Blackburn, Thomas, Doncaster, York, Common Brewer. June 7 
at 3.30 at the Royal Victoria Hotel, Sheffield. Parkin and Co, 
Doncaster 

Blackshaw, William, Congleton, Chester, Licensed Victualler, 
June 10 at 11 at Old Cheshire Cheese, High st, Congleton. Garside 
and Spencer, Congleton 

Brooks, John, Hughenden, Bucks, Farmer. June 14 at 3 at the 
pon Tavern, Frogmoor, High Wycombe. Reynolds, High Wy- 
com 

Browton, Dudley, Watford, Builder. May 31 at Masonic Hall, Wat- 
ford, in lieu of place originally named 

Bullen, Charles, East Brent, Somerset. Innkeeper. June 9 at 2 
at the Three Choughs Hotel, Yeovil. Reed and Cook, Bridge- 
water 

Buttle, Richard, Scholes gn, Norwich, Waterman. June 2 at1l at 
offices. of Stanley, Bank Plain, Norwich 

Callow, Joseph, Leicester, Hairdresser. June 9 at 3 at offices of 
Hinckes, Bowling Green st, Leicester 

Chadwick, Joshua, Hyde, Chester, Yeast Importer. June 8 at 2 
at offices of Brooks and Co, Townhall chambers, Ashton-under- 


Lyne 

Champelovier, George, and Joseph Cropper, Burton-on-Trent, 
Builders. June 3at 2 at Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton-on- 
Trent. Bright, Burton-on-Trent 

Chapman, Thomas, New Humberstone, Leicester, General Shop 
Keeper. June 9 at 4at offices of Loseby and Battiscombe, Market 
pl, Leicester 

Christopherson, George, Leeds, Printer. June 3 at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Cooke, George, Northfield, Worcester, Haberdasher. June 3 at 3 at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

— George, sen, Leatherhead, Surrey, Plumber. June 8 at 2 at 
offices of Armstrong, Chancery lane 

Davies, Robert, Liverpool, Cart Owner. June 3 at 3 at offices of Dixon 
and Syers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Davison, Michael. Shipley, Northumberland, Farmer. June 11 at 11 
at offices of Thew and Co, Merchants, Alnwick. Watson and Dendy 
Neweastle-upon-Tyne 

Daighton, Joseph, Thorner, nr Leeds, Builder. June 7 at 3 a: offices 
of Grisdale, Gt George st, Leeds 

Durrant, William, Southtown, Suffolk, Smack Owner. June 4 at 
11.30 at offices of Clarke, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 

Duval, William, Leicester, Provision Dealer. June 8 at 3 at offices of 
Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Fennell, Charles, Hallswell rd, Canning Town, Greengrocer, June 8 
at 3 at offices of Foster, Gracechurch st : 

Ford, James, Wellington, Salop, Grocer. June 9 at 11 at offices of 
Taylor, King st, Wellington 

Fulford, William, Ladywood, Birmingham, Builder, June 9 at 3 
at offices of James, Temple st, Birmingham 

Gardiner, John William, Miles Platting, Lancaster, Beerhouse 
keeper. June 14 at 3 at offices of Casper, Brazenose st, Man- 
chester 

Geldart, Richard, Crewe, Chester, Hosier. June 16 at 11 at offices of 
Hill, Market st, Crewe 

Glew, James, Doncaster, Farmer. June 8 at 12 at offices of Green, 
Howden 

Gritton, William Henry Ryder, sen, William Henry Gritton, jun, 
and George Auguatnus Gritton, Southwark st, Glass Manufacturers 
June 9 at ll at Cannon st, Hotel, Cannon strect. Jones, Mark 


ane 

Groocock, William, Leicester, Licensed Victualler, June 8 at 3 at 
(ffices of Stone and Co, Welford pl, Leicester 

Hagerty, Daniel, Custom house sreade, Liverpool, Wholesale 
Com June § at 2 at offices of Gill and Archer, Cook st, Liver- 
poo 





Hall, Edward, Oakenshaw, Clayton-le-Moors, 





Lancaster, 
Blackburn 3 


June 8 at 11 at. offices of Hall, Richmond ter. 


Harrington, Michael Thomas, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack Owner, | 


June 7 at 12 at offices of Clarke, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 
Hartley, Robert, Burnley, Lancaster, Grocer. June 4 at 11 at offices 
of Artingdale and Artingdale, Hargreaves st, rey f 
Hill, John, Holton St Mary, Boot_Maker. June 6 at 2 at offices of 
Mills, Elm st, Ipswich 


Hinds, Charles, Rose ct, Gt Tower st, Wine Merchant, June Oat lt © 


at offices of Jones, Mark lane 

Hornby, Richard, Freesal, Lancaster, Innkeeper. June 10 at 11 at 
offices of Barker, Victoria st, Fleetwood 

Horne, Joseph, Alberton, nr Pershore, Farmer. June 4at 12 at 
offices of Stallard, Copenhagen st 

Jenkinson, John, Hngill, Westmorland, Farmer. June 13 at 2 at 
offices of Dobson, Finkle st, Kendal 

Johnson, John, Wetherby, York, Butcher, June 8 at 11 at offices of 
Smith, Petergate, York 

Johnston, John Bryce, Sale, Chester, Nurseryman. June7 at ll 
at offices of Whitt, King st,/Manchester. Barron, Manchester 

Kendall, Isaac, Bermondsey st, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler, 
June 1 at 10 at offices of Thompson, Gt Dover st, Borough 

Lancaster, Richard, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler, June6 at3 
at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Lawrence, John Saint, Hartlepool, Draper. June 8 at 3 at offices of 

Bell and Son, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Lehrian, Jacob, Copley st, Stepney Green, Baker, June 8 at 4 at 
offices of Jones, Mark lane 

Lines, Edward Duncombe, Minories, Cork Merchant. June 3 at ll 
at offices of Browne and Co, Queen st, Cheapside. Jones, Mark 


ane 

Littlewood, James, and Sam Firth, Denby dale, Huddersfield, Coal 
Proprietors. June 3 at 2.30 at offices of Booth, John William st, 
Huddersfield 

Lomas, William, Manchester, Skirt Manufacturer, June 14 at 3 at 
offices of Tucker, York st, Manchester f 

Lovel, Henry, Hutton Cranswick, York, Cattle Dealer. June 8 at2 
at Keys Hotel, Great Driffield. Dunn, Great Driffield 

Masters, George, Alcester, Warwick, Beerhouse Keeper. June 8 at 
10 at offices of Langston and Co, Alcester 

Maston, George, Hartlepool, Chemist. June 9 at 3 at offices of Todd 
and Harrison, Town wall, Hartlepool ; 

Mathew, George Whaits, jun, Norton, Suffolk, Thrashing Machine 
Proprietor. June 10 at 2 at Angel Hotel, Bury St Edmunds. Wal- 

le, Bury St Edmunds 

Michaelin, James, Stockton-on-Tees, Baker. June 2 at 3 at offices of 
Hunton and Bolsover, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Monkley, David, Southampton st, Camberwell, Draper. June 8 at 
12 at offices of Indermaur and Co, Chancery lane 

Morgan, Evan, Cwrtycwm, Llaaychaiarn,' Cardigan, Farmer.' May 
31 at 11 at offices of Jones, Great Darkgate st, Aberystwith 

Morris, Hannah, Llanrhaiadr yn Mochnant, Denbigh, Retired 
Farmer. June 14 at 1 at offices of Roberts, Llanfyllin 

Newstead, Benjamin, Camberwell rd, Builder. June 16 at 2 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Beck, East 
India avenue 

Newton, Augustus George, Soham, Cambridge, Farmer. June 2 at 
1 at Unicorn Hotel, St Ives. Gaches, Peterborough 

Nicholls, Thomas John, Sandown, I.W., Draper. June 8 at 12 at 
pe of Joselyne and Co, King st, Cheapside. Bannister, Basing- 

st 

Oakley, Charles, Mathon, Worcester, out of business. June 7 at 11 
at offices of Lambert, Promenade, Great Malvern 

Onslow, William, Kidderminster, Fishmonger. June 3 at3 at offices 
of Roden and Dawes, Bank bldgs, Kidderminster 

Page, William Charles, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Tobacco Manufac- 
turer. June 8 at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn, Clark- 
son and Co, Carter lane, Doctor’s commons 

Paine,JArthur, Shiplake, Oxford, Farmer. June 8 at 12 at Queen's 
Hotel, Friar st, Reading. Dodd, Reading 

Pigg, Thomas, Ovington, Northumberland, Shoemaker. June 4 at 
11 at offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-T'yne 

Powell, Alfred, Lye, nr Stourbridge, Grocer. June 4 at 10 at offices 
of Davies, Union st, Dudley 

Powell, Enoch, West Smethwick, Stafford, General Dealer, June 3 
at 3 at offices of East, 43, Temple st, Birmingham 

Price, George Frederick, Hereford, Watchmaker, June 9 at 11 at 
offices of James and Bodenham, 5, St Peter st, Hereford 

Reardon, Owen, Gloucester, Greengrocer. May 30 at 11 at offices of 
York, 9,Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Reed, Robert, Sunderland, Durham, WastePaper Dealer. June 3 at 
12 at offices of Alcock and Routledge, St Thomas st, Sunderland 

Riley, Henry, Halifax, Brace Manufacturer. June 3 at 11 at offices 
of Leeming, 9, Westgate, Halifax 

Ring, James Charles, Murray st, Hoxton, Licensed Victualler. 
June 4 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Lovett and Co, 
King William st 

Robinson, George Frederick, Ludworth, Derby, Commercial Travel- 
ler. June 3 at 3 at offices of Sale and Co, 79, Mosley st, Manches- 
ter 

Robinson, William James, Nottingham, Saddler. June 8 at 12 at 
offices of Cartwright, Brougham chbrs, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Rodda, Charles, Plymouth, Solicitor, June 7 at 10,30 at offices of 
Curteis, 1, George st, Plymouth 

Roseby, William John, Tinsley, York, Tronmaster. June 3 at 3 at 
offices of North and Sons, 4, Kast parade, Leeds 

Rosenthall, Abraham, Walsall, Stafford, Clothier. June 3 at 11 at 
offices of East, 43, ‘temple st, Birmingham 

Rowe, John James, Peterborough, Carpenter. June 9 at 12 at office 
of Hart, Priestgate. Peterborough 

Scott, Arthur, and Robert Eaton White, St Mary’s chbrs, St Mary 
Axe, Oil Merchants. June 3 at 2 at offices of De Linde, Laurence 
Pountney lane, Cannon st, Nicholls and Grant, Gresham st 

Seller, Frederick, Melbourne grove, East Dulwich, Builder. June 2 
at 2’at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham at. Chidley, Old Jewry 


Share, Thomas, Bilston, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer, June 3 at 
{don, High st, Wednesbury 


11,30 at offices of She 


Painter, 
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: : HE sim, Goorge Charles, and John Halstead Cook, Bradford, Stuff 
ie June 8.at 1l.at offices of Watson and Dickons, 
~ HE Cheapside, B 


Bradford 
‘Skillecorn, Alexander, Walham grove, Walham Green, Licensed 
at offices Victualler. | June 8 at 3 at offices of Marchant and Co, George yd, 


offices of Smith, oan, Radley, Berks, Farmer. June 14at3 at Crown and 
Thistle Hotel, Abingdon. Challenor and Son, Abingdon 
e 0 at Ib asic, Wil iam, Askam-in-Furness, Lancaster, Groen, June 7 at 11 
pmongerence Hail, eee ‘Pearson, Ulversto: 
rge, Barnsley, Stone Mason. June 10 at 1 at offices of 
iahall and Ownsworth, Church st, Barnsley 
at 12 at Stanton, | William, Burnley, Lancaster, Tailor. Sine 3 at 3 at offices 
of Read, Hargreaves st, Burnley 
‘Stevenson, Joseph William, Kingsbury, Warwick, Farmer, June 3 
at 12 at offices of Norman and Son, Cannon st, Birmingham 
Strickland, William, and Harry Charles Strickland, Great Eversden, 
Cambridge, Corn *Merchants. June 8 at 12 at offices of Ellison 


































7 atl and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury 
tar Studholme, William, Aspatria, Cumberland, Builder. June 14 at 1 
tualler, at the Station Hotel, Aspatria. Nicholson 
nye, Arthur John, Penge, Plumber. June 2at 1lat Green Dragon 
1e 6 at 3 otel, Ln st, Croydon. Dennis, Croydon 
Taylor, James Mawson, and George Maude, Morton, York, Wheel- 
fices of ese June 3 at 3 at offices of Spencer and Clarkson, North st, 
eighley 
it 4 at Thackray, William, East Dereham, Norfolk, Sovee June 7 at 12 at 
offices of Saunders, Quebec st, East Dereha: 
} at 1 Thomas, lsaac, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer. on 4 at 2 at offices of 
, Mark Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Thomas, James Brentwood, Cardiff, Grocer. June 8 at 1 at offices 
, Coal of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. - Merrils and Son, Cardiff 
um st, ‘Tresidder, Samuel, Falmouth, Cornwall, Builder. June 9 at3 at 
offices of Tilly and Co., Church st, Falmouth 
t 3 at Tresidder, Walter J ge Falmouth, Cornwall, Grocer. June 4 at 
11 at offices of Dale, Helston 
8 at2 Tunstall, William, Northgate, Bradford, York, Beerhouse Keeper. 
June 3 at 4 at offices of Wright, Darley st, Bradford 
e Sat Wakefield, James, New Swindon, Wilts, out of a situation. June 13 
at 10 at offices of Boodle, Albion buildings, New Swindon 
Todd Wall, Frederick Isaac, Newport, Monmouth, Auctioneer. June7 at 
‘ 11 at offices of Tomlinson, Newport 
chine Ward, Thomas. Ipswich, Watchmaker. June 8 at 12 at the Inns of 
Wal- Court Hotel, Holborn.’ Birkett and Bantoft, Ipsygich 
West, Frederick, and Joshua Cattell Richardson, Hove, Brighton, 







Pes of Builders. June 1 at 3 at offices of Goodman, North st, Brighton 
J Whittaker, James, and John Whittaker, Middleton, Lancaster, 




















8 at Builders. June 9 at 3 at offices of Ascroft, Clegg st, Oldham 
em, George, Therfield, Bedford, Farmer. June 8 at 11 at 
May offices of Nash, High st, Royston | 
S Williams, John, "Merthyr "Tydfil, Glamorgan, et a June 4 at 12 | 
red at offices of Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil | 
‘ Winterbottom, George, Ashton- under-Lyne, Butcher. May 30 at 3 
| the at offices of Clayton, Warrington st, Ashton-under-Lyne 
East , George Thorne, Leytonstone, Essex, Builder. June 3 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st 
ab Wright, Frederick James, Praed st, Paddington, Builder. June9at | 
3 at offices of Herbert, Vigo st, Regent st 
y at —- George Edgar, Broad Chalke, Wilts, Farmer. June 4 at 1 
Ing. at Three Swans Hotel, Salisbury. Whatman 
; Il 
b] 
cs # SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
ate Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
rk. Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 


“excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
at Iryalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica 1Press. 

Boing without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
-£eeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
at than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
of tast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoat:Na A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
it =~ ~y Chocolate, and niay be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 

‘hibite 

" In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s,, 5s. 6d., &e., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the. Sole Proprietors, 
Hy. pnanctiharincrese & CO., 10, Adam-street, Sanden w.c. 


} -—_—-~—-—--- 


EDE AND SON 


3 ROBE Bh waxens 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
‘To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole f ho Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, & 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS? GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’® DITTO, 


CORPORATION nents BOEEASTAS © CLERGY GOWNS, 
‘ BLISHED 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


A SOLICITOR (Admitted Hilary, 1875), good Con- 
IP, nt! well versed in Trusts, Executorships, and General 

al Tunation, ny wages nnap toy Soca a —<—- in = 
ass offices, is o ent in a Country oe, —Ad- 

dress, A. Z., Merers. 8 Stevens & Son, 110, Chancery-lane, W.C, 


D's 











The Companies Acts; 1862 to 1879. 
Every requisite ouder the above Actssupplied on the, shortest notice 
The BOOKS ana FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily 
n the properform for registration and distribution. 8 CER- 


TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. 0 
SEALS designed and executed. , 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


tationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, & 
49 FLEET. STREET, LONDOX, E.C, (eommier of Serjesnts’ 


nn). 
Annualand other poerts Stamped and Filed 











. ay & ALEXANDER, General Printers, Lons- 

dale Buildings, 27, Chancery-lane, immediately opposite. the 

Chancery-lane Post-oifice. 

LAY: Parliamentary, and General Printing by 
Yates & Alexander, 27, Chancery-lane. 








Gye snag EERS’ Work, Particulars and Conditions 
of Sale, Posters, &c., &c., ‘printed by Yates & Alexander. 


[DAMPHLETS, Books, Newspapers, Circulars, Rules 
and Regulations of Societies printed by Yates & Alexander. 
> saat USES of Public Companies, Memo- 
randaand Articles of Association, Share Certificates, Receipts, 
Notices, &c., printed by Yates & Alexander, 27, Chancery- jane. 


Dscounz for Cash allowed by Yates & Alexander, 

Lonsdale Buildings, 27, Chancery-lane. 

WTATEMENTS of Claim and Defence, Affidayits, 
Petitions, and Pleadings printed by Yates & Alexander. 




















BFAND AND CO’S OWN SAUCE. 
wWOUPS: PRESERY ED PROVISIONS, 
potted MEATS and ZOE and GAME PIEs, 
k)® SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 
| (PUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 
| GEEOTACTETES tor INVALIDS. 




















CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS, 
Sole Addi 
1l, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET MAYFAIR, W. 





— LL WHISKY. 
INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild an 


Mellow, Delicious and most Wholesome. Universally recom 
mended by the Profession. TheCream of Old Irish Whiskies 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Dr. Hassall says— 
“ [jae ey Mellow, Pure, well Matured, and of very excellent 
quality. 


*INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, Paris 
Exhibition, 1878 ; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, the Gold Medal. 
20, Great Titchfield-street, London, W 


‘DINNEFORD'S MAGNESIA. 


The MedicaljProfession for over Forty Years have panes of this pwe 
solution as the best BURN, 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBU. HEADACHE, GOUT 
and INDIGESTION, 
And as the safest Aperient for Delicate Constitations, Ladies 
Children, and Infants. 


DINNEFORD'S MAGNESIA. 


ADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION 
BAKER-STREET.—On View, portrait Modela, of ay 

ALFONSO XI, and VICTOR EMMANUBL, the Duke and 
EDINBURGH, the EMPEROR OF RUSSIA, the SHAH of PERSIA» 
Sir SAMUEL BAKER, the late Dr, LIVINGSTONE, Mr. H. My a 
LEY, Rev. H. WARD BEECHER, Sir GARNET? 
MARSHAL McMAHON, MARSHAL ey M. THIBRS; ny 
, late CHARLES DICKENS, and Dr, KENEALY, MP. Also superd 
' ana costly Court Dresses; the complete oy c British Menareh 
| foom Wiiliam the Conqueror to Queen Victoria ; and over Seng 























Models of Celebrated aud Distinguished Characters, Admissioa, Is, 
Children under twelve, 6d, Bxtraroom,6d, Open from l0a.m, tha Op.am 
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AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE for 
inserting oontere in their FREE MONTHLY REGISTER 
of ESTATES, WN and COUNTRY HOUSES, Furnished or 
Unfurnished, or for Sale, to be had GRATIS at their Offices, or 
post-free for ‘two stamps. Published on the Ist of the month, Kom 
particulars for insertion should be sent not later than five days 
previous to end of preceding month. 
Valuations for Probate and Transfer. Surv 
Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mal East, 8.W. 


AW.—A Gentleman (23), who will be at liberty 

early in June, desires a Conveyancing Dleckente in town or 

country.—Address, F. B., 52, Park-road, Haverstock-hill, London, 
N.W. 








1 AW.—Wanted, by a Gentleman, a Clerkship in 
4 London; good experience in Conveyancing, and knows some 
Chancery. Good references. Salary £70.—Address, B., office of 
this Journal. 


R. ALBERT. GIBSON, Solicitor (Honoars), 

Author of “‘ Aids to the Final,’”’ “‘ Aids to the Intermediate,’’ 

. Guide to Stephen’s Commentaries,” &c., &¢, Prepares Pupils for 

the Legal Examinations, Privately, in Class, and through the Post. 

Terms on application to 35, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, 
or to St. Mary Cray, near Chislehurst. 

(N.B.—At the last (Easter) Final, out of 20 pupils sent u + 
passed. At the Intermediate, out of 25, 22 passed, 2 oft 
postponed having only read a fortnight ‘with Mr. Gibson. The 
result in Honours is not yet known. he last fortnight’s classes 
Sor the June Examinations commence on Monday, May 30.] 


(\HANCERY LANE.—New Courts Chambers, 57 
J and 538, Chancery-lane.—Offices to be Let in above building at 
rents varying from £30 to £300 per annum.—Further particulars at 
Inquiry Office, Nos. 57 and 58, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ORACE COX’S BOOKS. 
Part I. —Chancery Division. i w ready, demy 8vo, pp. 1080, price 
110s 


YHE PRACTICE of the ‘SUPREME COURT of 
JUDICATURE, ALPHABETICALLY ARRANGED. De- 
signed by F. O. CRUMP, Esq. (of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at- 
Law).—Txe Practice or THE CHaNcERY Division oF THE HIGH 
Covrt or Justicr (Including the Winding-up of Companies), and 
on Appeal to Her Majesty’s Court of Appeal and the House of 
Lords, By FRANK EVANS, Esgq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at- 
Law. 














rice 5s., SECOND EpItTIon 
AW and PRAG TICE UNDER. ‘the BILLS of 
SALE ACT, 1878, comprising the Act, Rules, and Forms of 
Precedents of Bills of Sale of Furniture ; Colliery and Machinery ; 
Mill and Machinery, of Goodwill, Stock in Trade, Transfer by In- 
dorsement of Conditional Bill of Sale; and Agreement to Hire 
Piano; with Notes on the General Law of Bills of Sale. By DARCY 


B. WILSON, M. a 
e 28s., EientnH Epirion 

‘MN HE LAW sre PRACTICE of “the COUNTY 

COURTS.—By MORGAN LLOYD, Esq., M.P., one of Her 
Majesty’s Counsel. Eighth Edition. By Cc EMENT ELPHIN- 
STONE LLOYD, B.A., Oxon., of the Inner Temple, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. This Edition’ contains a complete description of the Con- 
stitution and Jurisdiction of the County Courts, the superintendence 
exercised by the High Court over the County Courts (by Certiorari, 
Prohibition, Mandamus, and on Appeal) and the Practice and 
Evidence in Ordinary Actions (including action remitted from the 
High Court), under the Bills of Exchange Act, under Miscellaneous 
Statutes, in Replevin, Recovery of Tenements, Ejectments, &c., and 
embodies the whole of the Acts, Rules, Scales of Fees and Costs, and 
Forms relating thereto, together with extra Forms, List of Cases, 
and Copious Index. 
London: Horace Cox, “ wpe aed ” Office, 10, Wellington-street, 

trand. 





New Commentaries on the Laws of England. 
Just published, crown 8vo, price 12s. 


HE LIBERTY of the PRESS, SPEECH, and 
PUBLIC WORSHIP. Being Commentaries on the Liberty 
of the Subject and the Laws of England. 
By JAMES PATERSON, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 





2 vols., crown 8vo, price 2 

(COMMENTARIS” on the LIBERTY of the SUB- 

JECT, and the Laws of England relating to the Security of 
the Person. 
By JAMES PATERSON, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 

is an author of established reputation. His style 
is lucid ithe breadth of his reading beyond doubt, and his statement 
of Law accurate and clear.’”’—Law Times, 
Macuittan & Co., London, W.C. 


MR, BANISTER FLETCHER’S VALUABLE TEXT BOOKS 


apeegs in Tabulated form, and fully indexed for ready reference. 
T and AIR, with methods of estimating Injuries, reports of 
most recent cases, ‘ke. Twelve Diagrams. Crown 8yo, cloth, 6s., 


post- 
ARBITRATIONS, with Appendix of Forms, and List of Schedules. 
t-free 


Crown 8vi + pos 
COMPENSA TIONS" with Ay Appendix, giving Forms of Precedents 
and Valuation Tables. Crown svo, 5s., post- vy tay 


B, T, Batsroxp, 52, High Holborn, London, or of any Bookseller. 


“ 








MELBOURNE, VICTORIA, 


HE TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, and AGENG 
COMPANY (Limited). Incorporated d empowered } 
special Act of the moreno a of Vistoria, No. 644, ft insiinlea 
Act to confer Powers upon the Trustees, Executors, and 4 
Company (Limited). 
DIRECTORS. 


The Hon. SIR CHARLES SLADEN, K.C.M.G., Chairman. 
D. McARTHUR, Esq., late Inspector Bank of Australasia, V 
Chairman. 
John Benn, Esq. (Grice, Sumner, and Company). 
The Hon James Balfour (E. Henty and Company). 
F. R. Godfrey, Esq. 
W. Templeton, Esq., Managing Director. 
Subscribed capital ability, ae ,000, with power to increase to to 
’ , 
Bankers—Bank of Australasia, Melbourne, and its Branches, — 

This Company is empowered in its corporate capacity to act ag.’ 
trustee, executor, or inistrator, receiver, committee under the 
Lunacy Statute, or as agent for trustees, executors, or administra. | 
tors, or for principals, who, from absence, ill-health, or other causeg, | 
are unable or unwilling to act for themselves, and in this ca) : 
will receive and pay over, as directed, legacies, annuities, divi: 
rents, interest on debentures or mortgages, and will buy, sell, or 
landed property, &c. 

The Company will also invest money, negotiate loans, buy or 
shares, effect insurances, and act generally as agent, as well in Mele 
bourne as in country districts. 

The Company derives its profits entirely from commission business, 
a very important element in estimating its security. 

Any further information can be obtained at the office of the Come 
pany’s agents in England, Messrs. Sladen & Mackenzie, 1, Delahay... 
s reet, Westminster, Solicitors, 





ESTABLISHED 1851, 


IRKBECEK BAN K.= 


Southampton Buildings, Chancery Lane. 


Current Accounts opened according to the nsual practice ot 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum monthly balances 
not drawn below £25. No commission charged for keeping A 
The Bank also receivesmoney on Deposit at Three per cent, In’ 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free 
charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities and ot 


ables ; the collection of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; 

the purchase and sale ot Stocks and Shares. Letters of Credit 

Circular Notes issued, hae 
A Pamphlet, with fall porte, on application. i 

ANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager, A 

__ 3st Mareh, , 1880. 7 


pacha PREFERMENT WANTED. —P rivate 


patrons, interested in the legitimate sale, by private 
of advowsons, presentations, &c., in favour of well-recommen 
clergymen, should refer to the PRIVATE PATRONS’ GAZE I 
edited by Mr. W. EMERY STARK, Associate Institute of Act 
F.R.G.8., &c. Post free for six stamps.—Address, Messrs. 
Emery Stank, 23 Bedford-street Strand, 





PARTRIDGE AND COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1 & 2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C. 


Law Copying and Gngrossing. 


Deeds and Writings engrossed and copied on the Premises, with 
pune’ — and dispatch, at the lowest scale of charges. 
A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts, 


LAW PRINTING. 
TASeuaee OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFIDAVITS, and 
her PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed in form. 
for Registration, 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 
speTRaces, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS, MINUTES OF 
pe ag ‘Lithogra hed at reduced prices. 
PLANS ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILDING 
SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed with accuracy 
and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS. 


Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


“AN IMPORTANT CUNVERIERCE 30 LAW WRITERS AND 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continualiy made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjured by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens. Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not i 





the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. — 


The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose ome red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This n 


w colour 
isa very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The colour of cae Ink io — 


not affected by use u pean, and is consequent) 
value to Solicitors and Draughtemen, os 
Sold in stone bottles, retail’ at ls., 2s., 88; and ‘Sapeetet Se Quarts of 
49 ounces at @s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6a. 
SOLD BY ALL STATIONERS, 


Pace dats a este ae aL 











